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ABSTRACT 

The purposes of this paper are to discuss the legal, 
economic and other iiplications of a 1971 landaark court ruling froa 
a Black perspective; to advocate a position to vhich Black educators 
and others concerned vith equity in educational opportunities of 
Black children sight react; and to outline further needed research 
that ought to be undertaken in order to obtain better knowledge of 
the empirical bases for future positions on these and related issues* 
The California Supreae Court in Serrano v Priest declared wealth and 
expenditure disparities that favor the wealthy in violation of the 
equal protection provision of the U«S« and California constitutions* 
Legislatures have proposed a nuaber of ways to satisfy the iaplied 
■andate and eventually attain quality of expenditures* This paper 
concludes that aore equality of expenditures aay veil result in less 
equity of expenditures for Black children* Quality education for 
Black children cannot be bought in a systea designed for vhite 
culture vith equal dollars* One position advocated is that relevant 
educators deaand equal funding for a Black perspective on all aajor 
research that threatened to have a aajor iapact on the Black 
c oaauni t y * ( A ut ho r/ J H) 
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^ > ABSTRACT 



The California Supreme Court In Serrano v Priest dec la reef wealth and expen- 
diture disparities that favor the wealthy in violation of the equal protection 
provisions of the U.S. and. Cal ifornia cinstitutions. Legislatures have proposed a 
number of ways to satisfy the implied mandate and eventually attain equality of 
expenditures. This paper looks at simulations of two such proposals and concludes 
that more equality of expenditures may well result in less equity of expenditures 
for Black children. 

This paradox arises out of the fact that most Black children are In large 
cities, and the industrial wealth of these places them typically above the median 
In wealth and expenditures, though usually not by much. VTcalth and expenditure 
equalization alone would tend to cause funds to flow' out of the above-median cities 
Into the below median places. 

Equality connotes evenness. Equity connotes fairness. The value judgement 
Implied in the latter concept will ultimately be made by whomever emerges victori- 
ous from the current debate over whether Black children should receive nore than 
equal resources (or whether they are inferior genetically). 

Quality education for Black children cannot be bought In a system designed for, 
and biassed tov/ard, wfiite culture with equal dollars. Not for a host of reasons. 
Educators concerned with Black children are impugned/take positions based on the 
best Interpretations of available data, and to press for the development of new 
knowledge to determine the validity of these positions. 

One position advocated is that relevant ed.aators dcaand equal funding for 
a Black perspective on all major research that threatens to haVe a major Impact on 
the Black community. . 
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^ I. PURPOSE 

The purposes of this paper are three In number: to discuss the 
legal, economic and other implications of a 1971 landmark court rul- 
ing* from a Black perspective; to advocate a position, based on an 
Interpretation of currently available data, to which Black educators 
and others concerned with equity in educational opportunities of 
Black children mit^ht react, and to outline further n.^.eded research 
that ought to be undertaken in order to obtain better knowledge of 
the empirical bases for future positions on these and related issues. 

Sections, Jl, 111 and IV below, deal with the first purpose; 
section V with method; section VI with the second purpose and .sec- 
tlon VII wl th the thi rd. 

II. LEGAL ISSUES 

In October, 1971, the California Supreme Court called up a 
case from a lower court which involved the question whether the 
• Inequitable amounts spent on school children in rich and poor dis- 
tricts can be considered a violation of both the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment of the United States Constitution and equivalent provisions 
of the State Constitution of California which guarantee equal pro- 
tectlon of the Laws. ' • • 

John Serrano, the plaintiff, brought the suit. on behalf of all 
children who, like his own, were unable to obtain an adequate edu- 
cation wi thout ■ movi ng from one district to another, because the 
former had substantially less wealth within rts district boundaries 
subject to the education tax rate. The principal in the poor school 
• district told Serrano bluntly that the district was simply incapable 
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of providing the kind. of educatfonal program needed by his children, 
and advised him to move across the district boundary to a neighbor- 
ing district which had more property v/ealth per pupIK 

These cl rcuinst ances were familiar to a growing group of school 
finance reform advocates who, upon hearing of Scr *ano*s plight, com- 
mitted the time and energy necessary to product^ a class action suit 
which Is known in 1 aw* as Serrano vs. Priest. 

The primary issue raised by Serrano vs , Priest Is the Inequity 
and unconstitutionality of interdis tr ict .weal th and expenditure dis- 
parities. In the words of the California Supreme Court, the pre- 
vailing model of school finance ''with its substantial dependence on 
local property taxes and resultant wide disparities in school revenues 
violates the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment 
because it makes the quality of a. chlld^s education a function of the 
wealth of his parents and neighbors." 3 * 

• The Fourteenth Amendment of the U. S. Constitution, and equi- 
valent language found^in the California State Constitution, requires 
that the State provide equal protection of the laws to alt Its citi- 
zens , and prohibits the State from depriving any citizen or class 
of any of the rights accorded other citizens. "Fundamen tal . r i ghts" 
are those found In the Bill of Rights, such as the right to vote, 
the right to a fair and speedy trial, etc. 

When a fundamental right Is involved, the State may deprive a 
citizen of the right only insofar as It has a "compelling state 
reason" of a gravity equal to that of national security at the feder- 
al level. 



The court is obliged to apply standards of "strict scrutiny*' 
when reviewing the violation of a fundamcr^al right, v/hich Is to 
say that It placirsuthe burden of proof on the State to show that 
violation of a right Is necessary by virtue of some such compelling 
State reason. 

Hence, In order^ to generally require that the State remove 
disparities in wealth and expenditures, the California Supreme Court 
was. 9 In effect, suggesting that education Is to be classified among 
those f un'damen tal r i ghts that the State mcy not violate. 

In a sister suit of Serrano 's appealed from the Federal District 
Court In Texas, the issue of the inequity of v/ealth disparity and 
the prerequisite issue of education as a fundamental right were 
brought before the U. S. Supreme Court. The majority ruled, by a 
5-^ vote, that education i s not a fundamental right at the federal 
level, but that each state retains the option to interpret language 
in Its own State Constitution to that effect, or to adopt new con^ 
Stitutlonal language embodying the concept, if It felt the wealth 
disparities in its State are of sufficient size to warrant a plebi- 
scite on the issue. 

This posture of the U. S. Sup reme Court was viewed as a set* 
back by the lawyers for the plaintiff when compared with the pre- 
vl ous language on this issue laid down by the Warrenr Court in 
Brown vs. Board of Education .^ which the California Court liberally 
Interpreted as implying, by virtue of Its inherent logic, that edu- 
cation could be considered a funoamcntat right. 
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If: Is Interesting to speculate further on the broader impli- 
cations of the close vote In Rodriguez , Had the majority upheld 
Rodr I guez and hence, Serrano , the court mioht have concluded, among 
Other things, th^t wealth equalization must be acconipl i shed not 
only v/I thin Sta tes , but for the Nation as a whole, and that Congress 
must see to It that a nationwide program Is legislated to that effect 

A superficial knowledge of the empirical data would seem to 

suggest that such a decision would leave the poor and minorities, 
« 

(especially the Blacks who are so numerous in the low wealth south- 
ern states), better off. But further reflection reminds us th*at 
Blacks have been steadily moving northward and to the cities for 
some time and that industry and Whites are on a net reverse trend 
southward and to the suburbs. In the final analysis, as we shall 
see tn section Vi below, it is the empirical data. which must guide 
us to our conclusions regarding v/ho will win and lose os a result 
of a broad application of the principle of wealth neutrality. 

public Finance and the Quality of Life 

.As a last speculation. If education had been declared a funda* 
mental ri ght--protected from the inequity of wealth dlsparj t ies--i t 
could v/ell have been the entering wedge for a raft, of other cases 
designed to extend the equity principle to other public services, 
such as public sanitation and the protective services, most of 
which are also financed by the same type of mechanism* The ImplI** 
cations of this fact for the enhancement of the quality of life In 



the city are practically unfathomable. It woul d i 'among other 
things^ serve to sweep away the primary source of* the attraction 
for the suburban flight of Whites that Is^ In turn, creating the 
problem of de facto segregation in the schools. It would also help 
to remove the prime attraction for the flight of footloose Indus- 
tries to those same suburbs and to the South which Is^ In turn» con* 
tributing to problem^* of urban, unemp 1 oymen t . 

Some Implications for Black Education 

But we have strayed a great distance om our Initial concern 
with implications of issues of. equity, arising from the court's 
ruling in Se r rano, for Black education. These issues arise as much 
from what the court did not say as from what it did. 1) Note that 
the court Is addressing itself to disparities in wealth and expendi- 
tures among districts and not to what the districts do v/ith the 
revenues to provide equity in educational, opportunities among 
ch 1 1 d rcn from differef\t schools or communities; 2) The cause of 
action has to do only with equity on the i nput side of the edu- 
cation process, i.e., school expenditures, with no parallel regard 
for the equity with regard to outcomes , despite the recent liter- 
ature defining the latter as t rue' "equa 1 i za t i on of education oppor- 
tunity;" 3) The court said nothing about the structure of governance 
of the school system, i.e., who should make the decisions regarding 
how the money Is allocated once It Is apportioned to a district; 
4) The court placed the emphasis of Its remarks on the Issue of 
expenditure disparities caused by disparities In wealth, although 
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the real value of the educational dollar is atso'a function of 
Inequities In educational costs, educatlonaJ need, the costs of 
Other government services and In general, overall effort required 
to p/oduce equal quality of educational and other public services 
tn various settings. 

The crux of the Jegal issue for Black children therefore, re- 
volves about whether host Black children are within the plaintiff 
class of Serrano vs. Priest , i.e., whether they are among the "wealth 
disadvantaged." There is no a priori reason for believing that 
most Blacks do or do not belong to this class. To the extent they 
do. Blacks should join the effort to educate the courts and the 
legislatures In the movement for wealth equalization; to the extent 
that they do not. Blacks should study the potential impact on the 
availability of education resources for Black education that legis- 
lative responses to Se r Vano Imply. To the extent that some Black 
people are wealth disadvantaged and some are not, the appropriate 
responses to the different liaisons that are building In practically 
every State must be considered and the empirical evidence collected 
and analyzed Justly. 

Whether we like- it or not,. alliances will be struck. In a 
political milieu characterized by countervailing power, those who 
Tall to participate in the process are the only certain losers. 

lit. THE ECONOMIC ISSUE 

Before we look ot the empirical data on whether most Black 
people are among the plaintiff class in Se r rano , I.e., th-Jt they 

• • • 

• • • ' 
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are victims of wealth inequities and as a resul t/ Inequi ties in 
terms of expenditures, we ought to take a look at what significance 
this matter has for current thinking on the economics of education. 

The literature abounds with definitions of equality of educa** 
tlonal opportunit/. ^ All would agree, moreover, that a system 
which provides more co the privileged than to the disadvantaged is 
untenable. The problem arises- in attempting a definition of the 
/^disadvantaged.** In particular, there is the problem that not all 
who are wealth disadvantaged are disadvantaged in other respects; 
and vice versa. 

Some economic location theorists even go so far as to deny 

the existence of the concept of wealth disadvantage per se .^ Given 

perfect mobility, they argue, people v/ill locate nearest the kind* 
• • • • 

of wealth that most enhances their total opportunity set. Thus, 

income-rich people will' tend to locate res i den t i a 1 1 y in property* 

rich areas In order to avoid the externalities of . t ndus t r i a 1 areas, 

and are willing and at}le to support a superior school system with 
• • 

the capitalized value of their homes. lncome*-poor people could con* 
colvably move into these areas at some sacr i f i ce ^ .but would pro- 
bably prefer. ,lo economi ze on pub 1 i c service costs by locating near 
Industrial property wealth, the presence of which they hope will 
tend to reduce their tax bill and to offer them employment. 
Commerical property tends to locate wherever the residents of 
res i den tial or industrial enclaves congolmerate. 

The benefits of the superior educational system In. rich resi- 
dentlal areas arcj therefore, offset by the high cost of housing to 

. • • • 



« Its residents. The benefits of the lov/ered tax rate in industrial 
areas Is offset by such externalities as noise and pollution. Sf 
mobtle, either resident could locate next to the other if he chose, 
but his net Incentives probably would cause him to choose otherwise. 

According to this view, any proposal which purports to elimin- 
ate wealth inequities Is simply Imposing costs, in addition to these 
capitalized home values and industrial externalities on home ov/ners 
In both areas who wind up paying twice In real terms. 

Whatever the outcome of this debate, in general. It Is hardly 
as .relevant to Black people who are much less mobile Into wealthy 
enclaves and even blue collar encUives where these arc peopled by 

the skilled trades that we find so hard to penetrate. 

• • • • . 

More Important to Black people are the many dimensicns of 
educational disadvantage other than wealth with which the lawyers 
for the plaintiffs have so for failed to impress either the court 
or- the media. Among these are the dimensions of nec^, cost and 
effort, ♦ 
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^ IV. OTHER ISSUES 



Educational Need Inequities 
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Wealth Is not the only dimension of fiscal disadvantage nor is It 
probably the most Important from the perspective of Dlack people. In 
an earlier suit before the federal district n llllnolsi the 

attorneys for the plainti ff -argued that some chTldren and In particu- 
lar minority children, need more educational resources than do children 
of other commimitfes. This was also the essence of a case arising In 
Washington,. D,C.^ In* the latter instance, the court. In effect, agreed 
with the need argument, in the former, it did not, arguing that the • , 
evidence was not presented in such a v/ay as to convince the court that 
there was any "manageable and acceptable standards of need" that the 
court could use as a criterion for a mandate. 

Cost In eq iil 1 1 cs ' ' 

* • 

Numerous ami cu$ briefs were filed in Rodr I'guc::* , Including one by 
the Education Finance Reform Project,'^ which asked the court to re- 
cognize the additional costs of education peculiar to the urban centers, 
as well as the high cost of other competing services which are necessary 
In center cities and which are absent from the suburban and rural areas. 
Because the court skirted the central issue of the suit. I.e., whether 
It had Jurtsdiction by virtue of a 1 1 eged vl o l a 1 1 ons of the Fourteenth 
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, it never really tackled this Issue. 

Inequities In Tax Effort 

Lurking beneath the surface In Serrano Is still another Issue, 
which the attorneys for the plaintiff have chosen not to emphas 3 ze -un 1 1 I 
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\he court rules on the Issue of wealth disparities.. A taxpayers suit 
will probably next allege that the operation of the prevailing system 

Iscrimi nates against some taxpayers by producing different amounts 
of educational expenditures for the same very tax effort, primarily 
because the Inputs are allowed to vary with varying v/ealth bases. 
Thus, taxpayer A in district I, paying the same tax rate as taxpayer 
B In district II, gets a sm^-Mer return for his -effort and Is therefore 
deprived of hJs Fourteenth Amendment rights of equal protection of the 
1 aws . • 

• 

t 

Accountnbi 1 t ty and the Education Production Function 

• Education Is the largest government . servi ce provided outside of 
national defense. Yet-, It Is one to which resources are committed with 
no real contracts for minimum results. As crucial and expensive as this 
service is to the nation, it Is a wonder that the situation has been 
tolerated for so long. • 

One of the causes* of this anomaly, and in turn, the cause of 

another. Is the absence of a production function In education. Because 

we have tolerated such poor accountability, v/e cannot relate inputs to 

outputs in any meaningful way. .Because of that fact, we have no way 

to hold the educator accountable. 
« 

Despite the chickcn-cgg si tuat ion ,* education economists have been 
able to estimate from theoretical anaTogs to capital theory and avail- 
able, empirical evidence that the investment of a marginal dollar in 

•education reaps far greater returns than elsewhere In the economy and 

11 

would return more if Invested in the .Black chMd than In the White* 

• • • • 

Nevertheless, persuasive proof of this proposl^tlon on the empirical 
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^ ^ level must await better accountability and management Information 
systems at the school level. 

V. METHODOLOGY AND DATA 

Unfortunately, these and a raft of other Implied Issues are far 
vtoo many to deal with here, despite their Importance. At most, we 
can expect only to address the central questions of whether the Black 
•child Is or Is not among the victim of wealth Inequity and what im- 
plications this matter holds for h i s "expendi t ure inequity". Let us 
begin at the national level, and develop a way in which to look at 
' the 'avai 1 able data on these two related Issues. 

Table A-1 in the appendix contains the basic data at the national 
level which we wi U use to. develop the first half of a methodology 
which we will later apply to the state level to determine whether or 
not^Blacks are for the most part, among the wealth and 

expenditure disadvantaged. An important constraint in the 
methods is that we keep the analysis as simple as possible, because 
our ultimate constituencies are the layman classes-- legislators, 
boards of education and Parent Advisory Council Members-- not the 
professional teachers, principals and superintendents. 

What Table A-1 shows for forty-nine states and Washington, D.C, 
Is their ADA (average daily attendance) and Black ADA ranked by 
their assessed vaUation per unit ADA, highest to lowest. The range 
Is wide-- from 2 ,326 for South Carolina to '»9,U2 for Wisconsin. 
More, surprising than the range, however. Is the fact that the cumula- 
tive percentages of ADA and Black ADA ranked' high to low attain the 
.median valuc'^ of .50 at approximately the same point In the table, 
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I.e., between Virginia and Tennessee for all ADA, and for Black ADA. 
This means that. Black ADA Is no more wealth disadvantaged In the 
country as a whole than Is total ADA. 

Tables A-2 through A-5 (which Is the same data as In A-1, but 
for California, Maryland and Tennessee), show that within states, 
no single pattern tends to hold.^^ Where districts are ranked by 
assessed valuation per student In California, Bleck ADA tends to 
attain the median value of .50 much sooner than total ADA. Thlr 
Indicates that Black people within districts in California tend 
to be concentrated in those with highest assessed valuation, i.e., • 
eiacks are wealth advantaged rather than wealth disadvantaged, In 
California. In Maryland, as we shall note In Table A-3, however, 
cumulative percent of Black ADA tends to'attaln a value of .50 
later than the total ADA, when districts are ranked by assessed 
valuation per pupil, from highest to lowest. This Is an l^idicatlon 
that Blacks are among the wealth disadvantaged in this, southern 
state, but not' in all. Table A-** shows the reverse Is true In 
Tennessee. 

*' « 

\ 5 

Table A-5 Is a similar table for thrlty-four large cities. 
Here too, we note that when ranked from highest to lowest assessed 

a 

valuation per pupil. Black ADA tends to attain the median before 
total ADA, Indicating that Blacks tend to be more concentrated In 
cities with the highest wealth than the lowest, nationwide. 

Table I Is derived from Table A-1 by separating total and 
Black ADA both Into two groups. We first divided AV/ADA for each 
State by AV/ADA for all states, and then grouped In the "Average 
ERJC and Cclow Average AV/ADA" category, those sta-<?s with a ratio to 
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. TABLE 1 


»3 

1 


Distribution of ADA and Black ADA by Wealth of 

the Un i ted States 


• 

S tates Re 1 at i vc to 


Ratio to Average 
AV/ADA 








• 


Average 
and Below 


Total 

Popul a 1 1 on 


% 


Black 


% B/T X 100 

* 


0.00-0.50 


5,459,955 


12.7 


1 ,2'i3,8t»9 


. 19.7 22.8 • 


0.51-0.75 


a.iBz.yaij 


19.0 


1 ,095,157 


\7.h 13. 


0.76-1 .00 


7,762,190 


18.0 


1 ,01 1623 


16.0 13.0 


Subtotal 


21 ,kOi\ ,86!9 




3,350 C7.S 


53.1 15.7 


Above 
Ave rage 


• 

• • 


1,01-1.25 


10,352,199 


• 


I ,'•37,^87 


22.8 13.9 


1 .20-1 .50 


5,288,322 


12.3 
1.6 


668,320 


10.6 12.6 


1. 51-1. 75 


691 ,356 


25,8'iA 


O.'i 3.7 


1 .76-2.00 


2,878,622 


6.7 


^164 ,032 


7..^^ 16.1 


2 .00 + 


2 ,U2 ,256 


5.7 


358 .R'i9 


5.7 U.7 








2.% it, ^r,? 


. /.A q n.6 


Grand 
Tota 1 s 


'•3.057,605 


100.0 


6,305,161 


100.0 U.6 




Data derived by 
Reform Project , 
School Districts 


• 

• 

» 

Richard Cloud and Robert Singleton of Education Finance * 
from California Senate Off'ice of Research, The Abilitv of 
, Sacramento. November 1. 1972; and California Stoto 


Vcs I i np P ruo r , 


1970-71 Sacramento^ 


1972. 


# * 


Notes: Ratio to average AV/ADA and Income/AOA means the district per pupil 
assessed valuation and income divided by the statewide per pup!) assessed 
valuation and income. 

• 
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^ the U.S. average AV/ADA of 1.0 or less and grouped. In the "Above 
Average AV/ADA" category, those states with a ratio to the U.S. of 

« 

more than 1.0. 

As this analysis shows In Table 1, the percentage of the ADA 
that falls into the first group: those with a ratio to average 
AV/AOA of one or less i*s ^9.7 for the total ADA and 53.1 for Black 
ADA.. This result v/ould seem to confirm the prior conclusion that' 
Blactcs are no more wealth disadvantaged than Whites on the whole 
for the U.S. But this is the net result of* forces seen only when 
wc brdak the data dov/n into small enough categories to document 
the Influence of specific districts. V/c shall see bclow in Section 
VI, that the clustering of Black ADA has a unlque and distinct 
pattern at almost all levels. • . . . * 

Table M is also derived from Table A-1, but this time adding 
another dimension, that of income per ADA, The I nterest i ng observa- 
tion here Is one that v/e shall again analyze in later tables at the 
State level: that there is no low Income ADA ln high wealth districts, 
as Indicated by the zero in the upper right hand quaclrant of the four- 
celled matrix. Total ADA Is almost evenly distributed between low 
Income-lov/ wealth districts and high income-high wealth districts. 
Almost half of Black ADA is in the relatively low income, low wealth 

districts. Chart I provides a visual picture of these statlsticss. 

« 

In California, the pattern is completely different. Table III 
Shows that Dlack ADA is concentrated in the high wealth districts 
(62.73;) while V/hite and Spanish Surname ADA are more concentrated 
In the low Income, low wealth districts (59*0 and ^5*5% respectively). 
• * . * 

^ 'Air, 

ERIC -18 



TABLE II 



Distribution of ADA by Ratio of StatVJ to 
National Average AV/ADA 







Be 1 ow 


Approx. ' 


Above 


Far Abve. To . j 1 s 






Ave rage 


Ave rage 


Ave rage 


Ave r age 


A 11 1 tJ C . 






INC/ADA 


INC/ADA 


1 NC/AOA 


INC/ADA 


Le ve I 5 




Bel ow 


T 


• 

3,958,281 


9.68'i ,378 


0 


0 


13,6^.659 


Ave rage 


N 


2 ,772 ,^9 


8,531 ,l8'i 






1 1 ,303.653 


AV/ADA 


B 


1 , 1 85 , 81 2 


1.15 3 1 9 




• 




Approx. 


T 


2.171 .532 


12.578,767 


3.36'» .090 


0 


18 , 11 'j .389 


Ave rage 


N 


1 ,6l'i ,258 


1 I , 160 , 1 8'i 


2 ,890 ,837 




15 ,665 .279 


AV/ADA 


6 


557 ,27'i 


1 ,'il8.583 


'173.253 




2,kkS , 110 


Above 


T 


0 


5,979.678 


• 0 


0 


5,979,678 


Ave rage 


N 




5,285,51 ^ 






5,2 85.51'i 


AV/ADA 


B 




• 






69'» ,16'i 


Far Above 


T 


0 


2.695.^26 


2.183.011 


'i'i2 


5.320.878 


Ave rage 


N 




2.309.871 


I . 782 .97'^ 


'»05,152 


h .'»97.957 


AV/ADA 


B 




385.555 


'jOO ,057 


37,289 


822 ,881 














Totals 


T 


6. 129. 813 


30 .938,2 ')9 


5 , 7 , i 0 1 




'13 ,057 .60'* 


All Lc ve 1 s 


n 


^, 386 .727 


27,286.753 


^ .673,811 


^05,152 


36 ,752 ,U3 




B 


1 ,7'i3 ,086 


3.651 .'^SS 


873,290 


37,289 


6 ,305 ,161 



Data derived by Richard Cloud and Robert Singleton of Education Finance 
Reform Project, from California Senate Office of Research, Th e Ab i li t y 
of Schoo 1 Districts , Sacramento, November 1 , 19/2 ; and Cal i f o rn i a State 
Testtncj Progr^ira , 19 70-71 " ^ 

Notes: Ratio to average AV/ADA and Income/AOA means the district per 
pupil assessed valuation and income divided by the statewide per pupil 
assessed valuation and income. ''Below average** AV and income ADA is defined 
as districts which are .75 or less of the statewide averaqe AV. '*Appro>:inatc1y 
average" AV/ADA and income ADA range from .76'1.21); ''Above average AV/ADA and 
Income ADA range rrcm 1.26 to 1.75; and *Tar above average" AV/ADA and income 
ADA are those v/hich arc 1.76 or nxDrc of the statewide average* 



The Initials T> D and M stand for total, Black and Non-Black ADA. 
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TABLE III 

ETHinC DISTRIBUTIOM AND PERCCfJTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ADA BY 
RELATIVE WEALTH OF DISTRICTS IN CALIFORNIA, 

1972-73 



Ratio to Average . * . * 

Average. T W 'B 
AV/AOA 

Average and 2,501,295 . 1,897,986 U8,36^» 

Belov/ Average 55.8 59.0 37.3 

AV/ADA ■ . . 

Above Average 1 ,977,860 1 ,316,^»11 2^9,179 

AV/ADA . /♦1».2 .41.0. 62.7 



Totals, All 4,^73,155 3.2U,397 397,5'«3 

Levels AV/ADA 100.0 • 100.0 100.0 



Derived by Richard Cloud and Robert Singleton of the Education 
Finance Reform Project; from California Senate Office of Research, 
the A bi lity of School D '^'trlcts Sacramento, November, 1972 and 
California State Department of Education, California State Testinc 
Profiram, 1970-71 . Sacramento, 1972 . 

Income and wealth classifications arc as follows: Districts with 
average and below average wealth arc those with assessed valuation 
per ADA that is equal to or less than the statewide average. 
Districts with above average wealth are those with AV/ADA that is 
above statewide average. Districts with average and below average 
Income/ADA arc those with incomc/ADA that is equal to or less than 
the statewide average. Districts with above average income/ADA 
arc those with income/ADA that is greater than the statewide average 



ERIC 
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^ Tabic IV cross classifies AV/ADA by Income/ADA for thirty-four 

.large cities In the sap»e manner that Table II cross^c t ass t f i ed this 
Information for the States. Here again wc note the fact that there . 
l-s :an entry of zero In the upper right-hand quadrant, Indicating that 
there ore few If any Income-rich people in property-poor districts.'^ 

Expenditure Disadvantage and Resource Redistribution 

The significance of the above wealth inequities Is In the fact 
that they luad to expenditure inequities at equal tax effort. For every level 
of state revenues, some districts must v/in resources and some must lose resources 
on every alternative proposal for school finance reform. 

In this section of the paper we shall review the nature of some 
of these alternatives and present the remaining methodology by which 
we Intend to relate the Issue of v/calth inequity to that'of expend!- 
turc Inequity , • 

^ The major reform proposals that arc currently under consideration 

by state legislatures are those of statewide equalization (also re- 
/erred to as "full state assumption" of school finance (fSA) and 
"district power equalizing" (DPE) .^^ • .* 

Statewide equalization neutralizes wealth inequities within 

States by taking from the districts thu right to set a district tax 

u 

rate on property values and number of children In a district's 

. 

schools. Under this change, the state sets a uniform tax rate (by 
type of district) sufficiently high to raise funds for an "adequate" 
educotlonal quality for all children, arid allocates this out to the 

ERIC . . . 21 



• • 


• 

• 


• 

• 

• 

TABLE IV 


• 




Ethnic Distribution and Percentage Distribution of ADA 
by Income and Wealth of Large Cities, U.S., 1970 

* • 


• 




Average and 

Below Average 

1 ncome/AOA 
• 


Above Average 
1 ncome/AOA. 


Totals All 
Income Levels 


Average and T 9,261,758 62.1 
Belov/ Average 

AV/ADA. 8 2,46'»,7/j8. 72.9 


0 0.0 

* • 
• 

• • 


* 

9.261,298 38.1 
' 2,^6^1,7^8 A8.1 


Above Average T 5,673,1^0 37.9 
AV/ADA 

B 915. 27.1 


9,367,166 100.0 
1,7^0,017 100.0 


• 

15,0^0,306 61.9 
2 , 655 , '186 51.9 


• 


Totals 
l/eal th 


All. T 100.0 
Leve 1 s 

B 3,380,217 » 100.0 


9,36 7,166 100.0 
1,7^0,01.7 100.0 


• 2'»,302 ,IO'i 100.0 

• 

5,120,23^ 100.0 




Sources 


• 

• 

: Derived by Richard Cloud and Robert Singleton of the Education 

Finance Reform Project; from Caiifornia Senate Office of Research, 
The Ability of School Districts Sacramento, November. 1972 and 
California State Ucpa r inicn t. ot Education, California State Tcstina 




Krogrc-m, rj/O-/!. Sacramento. 1972. 




iotcs : 

* • 

I 
) 


• 

Income and wealth classifications are as follows: Districts with 
, average and below average wealth arc those with assessed valuation 
per ADA that is equal to cr less than the statewide average. 
Districts with above average wealth are those with AV/AOA that is 
Above statewide average. Oi s t ri cts wi th average and below average 
Income/ADA arc those with income/ADA that is . greater than the 
stateviide average. • 

• 




• 

• 


* 

• 


• 








• 



districts In the form of a **bosic gront'*, exclusive of categorical program 
funds. 

District power equalizing Is similar except that the state now establishes 
a •'schedule" or range of optional tax rates. Associated with each optional rate 
1$ a level of expenditures that the district simultaneously chooses v/ith its tax 
choice. Conversely, should the district desire to choose a certain le/cl of ex- 
penditures, which it considers adequate, the same schedule tells It what the 

1 9 

State will require as a tax effort. 

Table V shows a simulation of statewide equalization and district power 
equalizing for thirty-four large cities in the U.S. When compared v;ith the 
actual expenditures for any given year, statewide equalization and district 
power equalizing clearly indicate a resource shift from some districts to others. 
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The resource shift is made up oftwo parts, gains and losses due to increases 

and. decreases in expenditures per pupil and losses and gains due to Increases 

and decreases in tax revenues. Some districts v/ill v;in on bbth counts (\/IK-V/IN 

districts), some will lose on both counts (LOSE-LOSE districts), some gain on 

21 

one and lose on the other (V/IU-LOSE and LOSE-V/IN districts). 

If districts are separated by means of resource change category, ADA and 
ethnic ADA counted, and the results compared to the wealth status of the dis** 
tricts, a measure of the relative v;ealth and expenditure equity of the various 
proposed changes results. Tables Vt and VII are the data on the ADA affected, 
and resources redistributed, by the proposed legislative alternatives mentioned 
above, namely district power equalizing and full state assumption. 

In the next section v/e will discuss the relationship of these redistributed 
resources to district wealth In the 3^ cities In Table V. 
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TAX AflO CXrtNOITURC CFFCCTS OF ALTERMATIVE SCHOOL FKJAtJCC 
FORMULAS: DISTRICT POWER EQUALIZING AND FULL STATE FUNDING 

LARGE CITIES, 1971-72 
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• 


DISTRICT POWER 
EQUALIZING 


FULL STATE 
FUNDING 


T!ES 


1971-72 

STATE & 
LOCAL 
REVENUES 
PER PUPIL 


1971-72 
LOCAL 
SCHOOL 
TAX RATES 


SIMULATED 
STATE AND 
LOCAL 
REVENUES 
PER PUP 1 L 
ASSUMI NG 
NO NEW 

'state: aid, 


S 1 MULATEO 
LOCAL 
SCHOOL 
TAX RATES 
ASSUMI NG 
NO NEW 
STATE AID 


S 1 MULATED 
STATE AND 
LOCAL REV- 
ENUES PER 
PUPI L 
ASSUMING 
NO NEW 
STATE A I P. 


S inULATEO 
LOCAL 
SCHOOL • 
TAX RATES 
ASSUMING N: 
NEW STATE 
AID 


I t imorc 
i ton 
/ark 
ffalo 
/ York 
:hester 
^ lodclphia 


$ 896 
918 
i088 
1067 

1277 
981 


$ 11.66 
29. 2^* 
37.67 
1^.39 
■ I6.i»1 
17.07 
U.60 


$ 850 

962 
2189 
IOA7 
119^* 
12i»2 

570 . 


$ 12.28 
27.91 
18.72 
in. 66 
19.85 
17.55 
25. 10 


$ 1138 
9^3 
1 189 
U13 
U13 
U13 
96^1 


$ 15.60 

28.67 
20.^6 
19.32 
19.32 
19.32 
2^1.67 


>WEST 
I cago 

] iandpol i s 
* ro i t 
mcapol i s 
isas City 

Louis 
icinna t i 
; vcl arid 
1 umbus 
/ton 
!v/aukce 


778 
An 7 

O V ^ 

1085 
5^9 
. 698 
908 
7U 
691 
965 
96?. 


13.00 

16.06 
in 

17.8'» 
6.0'i 
IK07 
10. 38 
10.86 
U.30 

10.83 

f7.66 


796 
707 

TCI 

995 
355 
65'* 
698 
730 
998 
728 
983 


16.72 . 
17.66 

11 10 

19.^*6 

9.3'i 
1 1 .82 
13.50 
1 1 .06 

9.90 • 
1'j.3'* 
17.27 


1 156 
881 

1040 

1013 
703 

■759 
750 
750 
821 
750 

1082 


18.91 
• 20.00 

I '» . 3 0 
18.17 
11 .96 
12.85 
11.15 
11.15 

I I .76 
11.15 
19.''? 


Til 

;M i 

. Petersburg 

t ant a 

lisvitle 

' Orleans 

! las 

-'ston 

I Antonio 


8U 

637 
856 
58?. 
621 

679 
685 
592 


10 82 

11 .'i5 
12. 30 

8. 10 
3.25 
9.23 
9.01 
8.50 


867 
918 
509 
675 
■ 2kh 
200 
283 
267 


in fi? 

7.95 
20.70 ■ 

6.98 
8.26 
21 .58 

21 .77 
18.82 


Tib 

73 

571 

537 

7'»3 

688 

688 

688 


9.16 
13.81 
6.'»/j 
9.88 
21 .87 
21 .87 
21 .87 


• Angeles 
9 Beach 
/crs 1 dc 

> Oicgo 

> Francisco 
.land 

»vcr 
Hand 


1078 
955 
838 
813 
1388 
lOI'i 

1 1'i3 
852 


12 66 

10.15 
10.91 

10.86 
10.23 
12 .80 
16.89 
13.80 


732 
788 
78'» 
739 
92 'j 
722 
566 • 


1 • 3 P 
13.23 
1 1 .60 
1 1 .26 
19.23 

1'i.05 
26.73 • 
21 .80 

• 


Q 1 A 

810 
810 
810 
810 

I'lO 

919 

96''i 

• 


\ \ , JLl 

11.22 

11.22 

11.22 

11.22 

11.22 * 

18.01 

2'».67 


( DAr r 

vn\r J 


$ 8/i5 


$ 12.51 


$ 739 


$ 1'i.9'» 


$ 8'»1 


$ 1'».73 
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lADLt VI 



4CI 



ADA BY COLOR AND RESOURCE REDISTRIBUTION DUE TO DISTRICT 
POWER EQUALIZING ALTERNATIVE IN 3'« LARGE CITIES, 1971-72 



cmes 



WIW-V/IN 

Boston 
Co 1 umbus 
Ml )v/aukce 
Mlama 

St. Petersburg 
Loul sv M 1 e 

TOTAL 



.UA 



BLACK 



WHITE 



S'l.iy'i 
1 10,699 
130,'i'r5 
232, 'i65 
78,'i66 
B5;Bh(> 

732,095 



25, '•SZ 
28,729 
31 ,130 
56,518 
12,715 
3,213 

157,787 



6^1,500 
.81 ,655 
95,161 
135,598 
65,296 
82, 52*1 

52*1, 73^ 



CHANGE IN 
RESOURCES 



6, 335, '•65 
'•I ,709 ,035 

3,165,575 
12 ,320 ,6'iS 
29,217,062 

11,096,55^ 
10'i,'i'i8,336 



WIN-LOSE 

Newark 

TOTAL 



LOSE-LOSE 

Bal timore 
Buffalo 
New York 
Roches ler 
Phi ladclphia 
Chi cago 
I nd i anapo 1 i s 
Octroi t 
Hinncapo] is 
Kansas City 
St. Lou t s 
Cine i ntia t i 
C Icvc I and 
Dayton 
Atlanta 
?lew Orleans 
Dal las 
•lous ton 
San Antonio 
Los Angeles 
Long Beach 
•xivcrs idc 
San bi ego 
San Francisco 
3ak land 
i*en vc r 
^'ortland 

lOTAL 



75,960 
75,960 



55,057 
55,057 



13,716 
13,716 



192,171 
72,115 
1,063,787 
'•7,372 

282,617 
582,27'« 
108,587 
236,097 
' 70,006 

' 35,0/<7 
115,582 

86 ,807 
156, 05A 
59,527 
3'»,1'«7 
110,783 
159, 92^. 
2A6 ,098 
79,353 
653,5^9 
72,065 
26,799 
128,91'i 
9'M5'« 
Gh ,102 

96,577 
78,iil3 

5,012,921 



125,17'i 

26,381 
. 33^,8'n 

^3,679 
166,083 
308,266 

36,577 
175,316 
5,235 

10,099 

73,'*oa 

37,275 
87,2/n 
22,790 
3,213 
7A,378- 

'•9,235 
81 ,966 

11,837 
1A7,738 
5, '.eg 
1,827 
15,00'i 
25,923 
35,386 
'13,639 
6,388 

l,89'i,388 



66,997 
'•3,9'«2 

'•67,865 
32 ,016 
109,512 
219 ,'»78 
72 ,010 
1 16 ,250 
62 ,'i90 
23,792 
Al ,812 
^9,231 
66,32A 
36,582 
82 ,52'i 

3'»,673 
97,888 

131 ,099 
21,310 
350,909 
61 ,A5A 
21,833 
98,163 
38,82ii 

19,835 
63,398 
70,156 

2,500,367 



93,235,027 
93,235,027 



-10,6.'i8,07S 
-l,7l8,i;3 

-392, 0?'), 377 
-2,01'i,7'.c- 
-121,181,6?', 
-.I8l,7r.9.356 
-10,7bO ,011 

-18,71'«.0? 
-6,983,772 
-7,576,912 

-6,'iO'i,153 
-23,562,655 
-2,759,855 
-17,701 ,332 
-26,706 ,81 1 

-'•6,970,837 
-97,721 ,503 
-152,031 ,090 
-3'^,988 ,Oi»-'i 
-1 , 125,356,605 
-18, '•75,835 
-1 ,561 ,2kS 

-3,808,753 
-63,1 38,39^4 
-/,06l ,0S-'» 
-5'«,87'i,O.W 
-53,863,765 

-2,'A90,'i'i7,676 



Source : 

■■ ERIC 



Ca I lahcjn > John J . , c t o I 
Promise ond Ki>ol i ty . The 



Urban Schools and School 



Natl u«j Jl Ui ban toa 1 i Ljoii , 



r i n a n c o 

'TTPr, — 
2S 



fU» f orm : 



ADA BY 
^ * STATE 


COLOR AND RESOURCE RE D 1 STR 1 BUT 1 OH DUE TO FULL 
rUIiOniG ALTERNATIVE IM 3'« LARGE CITIES, 1971-72 

9 

m 

• * ... • 

• 


CITIES 


ADA 


BLACK 


. WHITE 


• 

CHANGE IN 

RFSnilRCES 


WIN-Wlfi 










Bait Imore 

Boston 

Newark 

Columbus 

St. Petersburg 


192,171 

75,960 
1 10 ,699 
78, U 6 


125, 17A 

0 c /j R 0 
^ P , '» t) Z 

55,052 

28,729 

• . 12,715 


66,997 

13,716 

81,655 
65,296 


58,631 ,76'. 

3,233.697 
28,752,162 
12 ,061 ,239 
12,501 ,198 


TOTAL 


551 ,^70 


2^7,156 


292, 16'i 


1 15 , 2A0 ,060 


WIM-LOSE 


^ 


• 

• 






Buffalo 
Rochester . 
Chicago 
i nd i anopo 1 i s 
Dctroi t 
Kansas Ci ty 
St« Louis 
C level and 
M i Iv/aukce 
Hew Orleans 
Dal I as 
Hous ton 
San Antonio 


72,115 
^7,372 
582, 27A 
108,587 
296,097 
• 35,0'»7 
115,582 
1 56 ,05*» 
■ 130,'i'i5 

159, 92A 
2^6,098 
79,353 


26,381 

13,679 ■ 
•308,266 
• 36,577 
175,316 

10 ,099 

73,'«08. . 

87 , 2'l 1 

31 ,130 

^9,235 
81 ,966 

M ,837 


'»3,9'»2 
32,016 

219,^78 
72,010 

116,250 
23,792 
A1,812 
66,32A 
95,161 

97,888 

131 ,099 
. 21 ,310 


58,029 ,8'»0 
A, 770, '137 
-1 ,035,735 
3,672 ,965 
-20 ,912 ,7't2 
'«,'352,35-^ 
• 3, 921., 056 
- 102 , 372 
10 ,995 ,50? 

0,0/0 ,010 

3^,905,613 
• -52,777,5'n 
-'i ,298 ,926 


TOTAL 


2,139,731 


979,513 


995.,75"5- 


i»3, 8^7,279 


LOSE-LOSE • 


■ ' 








Hew York 
Phi ladclphio 
Hlnncopol 1 s 
Cincinnati 
Dayton 
At I anta 
Long Beach 
P% i vc 1 s i dc 
San Diego 
San I'rancisco 
Denver 
Portland 


1,063,787 
282 ,617 
70 ,006 
86,807 
59,527 
3'»,U7 
72,065 
26,799 

1 / 0 1 ^ 1 

9^,1 5'» 
96 ,577 
78,'il3 


33'i ,r.'ii 

166 ,083 
• 5,2^5 
37,275 
•22,790 
3,78ii 
5,^*89 
1,827 . 

1 5 , 0 0 'J 
25,923 

13,639- 
6,388 


U7,865 
109,512 
62,^90 
'»9,231 
36,582 
30,305 
61 ,'»5'» 
21 ,833 
98,163 
38,82'» 
63,398 
70,156 


-139 ,672 ,567 
-53,006,587 

-5,779 ,605 
-15,031,769 
-13, 1^7,619 
-12 ,A02 ,762 
-10,517,306 
-8'i9,755 

-1 ,018 ,967 
-56,656 ,7.05 
-23,5^0, 156 
-A8,621 ,ij79 


TOTAL 


2,093,813 


638,278 


1 ,109,813 


-380,2ti5,321 . 


tOSC-V/IH 
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Kiamt 

Loui svi 1 le 
Los Angeles 
Oakland 


232, A65 
85,8'i6 

653,5'»9 
6'», 102 


56,518 

3,213 
1^7,738 
35,386 


135,598 
82,52'» 

350,909 
19,835 


-15,825,6'«2 
750,658 
-12'»,823 , 537 
11 ,'»'i3,8'«2 


1,035,962 


2'»2,855 


588,866. 


-128,'»5'i,679 



VI. FINDINGS 

t 

* . • • 

t 

Tables VIII 9 IX and X combine the analyses presented above. 
In these tables we investigate which of two proposed alternative re- 
sponses to Serrano v. Pr ies t will have the most damaging effect on 
•Black children. 

All three tables .draw e-xtcnsively from the methodology of the 

recent woric by Callahan et alt commissioned by the School Finance 

Subcommittee of the National Urbin Coalition Education Task Force, 

22 * 

of which this writer 1s a member. 

In Table VIII, the first set of entries show the change in total 

• • • 

resources for the low wealth cities. The two-by-tv/o table is a con- 

• • • • . 

venlent way of representing WIM-WI.N, WIH-LOSE, etc. status. All 

figures arc in thousands of dollars, except those in parentheses, 

v/hich are per pupil amounts. 

• • • 

For district power cqua 1 i z i ng-- the f i rs t. cbl umn-- i n low wealth 

VIN^WiN cities (those that win on both increased expenditure and 

decreased taxes) the combined effect per pupil is an increase of 

$173-67. Those cities v/hich lose on both counts, meanwhile, lose 

a per pupil amount from both effects of $-1066.03. The WIN-LOSE 

category, hov/cver, looks like It makes a substantial offset, since it 
m - 

Is the high, positive figure of $1227.^2. 

But a glance at the same data entries In Table IX reveal that 

this category of the table relates to only of the pupils under 

discussion, whereas the WIN-WIN and LOSC-LOSE categories involve 

28. 5t and 67.31 of the ADA, respectively. 'The LOSE-WIN quadrant, 

• •• • 

327 • 



. NET CHANGE IM TOTAL RESOURCES DUE TO ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED RESPONSES 
. TO SERRANO V. PRI EST . BY WiN/LOSE STATUS--AI1D RAT 1 0 -TO- AV t RAG E CATEGORIES 
* l^^j^j.^ ^, 2^ CITIES, 1970-71 



DISTRICT POV/ER EOUALIZING 



FULL STATE FUNDING 



V 

A U* $89,583 

age and W ^ -^'"^ 
w Average ($173.67) 
OA 



age 
)A 



$93,235 
($1227. '«2) 



-$1 ,298 ,H6 
(-$1066.03 
Net change, low v/ealth cities: 
-$1 , 1 15,628 
(-$616.'»'») 



w 


L 


W 


L 


y '$1^,863 • 


0 , . — 


W 0 


$76,851 


($68.72) 






($'n.03) 






, • $12, 195 


-$330,775 


L 0 


$1 , 193,999 


^ ($81.35) 


(-$166.33) 




(-$3U.63) . 






Net change. 


high wealth cities: 


Net change, high wealth cities 




$1,179,136 


-$2'il ,729 


( 

• 


-$293.96) 


(■-$60.26) 


Net change DPE 


Net change. 


FSF 


All wea 1 th levels: 


All wealth 


levels: 



-$2,29'»,26^ 
('$35'i.22) 



W 



„ $115, 2A0 
(208.96) 



$97,287 
($36'i.25) 



L -$-1'»0,650 -$'t9,'»71 

(-$158. 7M (-$V/0.20) 
Net change, low wealth cit 
-$22 ,^|06 
(-$12.38) 



I es : 



7$2C'i,135 
(-$'»5.37) 



Source: Same as Table VI. 



1 



Change in total resources =change in expenditures per pupil minus change 
In tax revenues. All numbers in thousands except per pupil figures in 
parentheses. 
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-•ADA AFFECTED BY ALTCfUlATIVE PROPOSED RESPONSES TO SERRANO V. PRIEST . DY 
* WIN/LOS-E STATUS AND RAT I 0-TO- AVERAGE WEALTH . CATL60R I ESl 

LARGE U.S. CITIES, 1970-71 



TOTAL ADA, LOW WEALTH CITIES: 1,809,782 (31. U) 

DISTRICT POWER EQUALIZING FULL STATE FUNDING 



vcragc 
nd Below 
yerage 
V/ADA 



bove 

veragc 

V/ADA 



V 



» L 



w 

515,80t| 
(28.5) 


L* 

75,960 • . 
('«.2) 


: w 
551,^70 

W 

(30.5) 


L 

267,086 
(11). 8) 


0 

* 

• 


1,218,018 
(67.3) 


886, OU 
('i8.9) 


105,212 
(5.8) 


TOTAL ADA, HIGH WEALTH CITIES: '»,011,19^< (68. 9^5) 


W 

216,291 
(5.f») 


L 

0 ■ . • 


• w . 

, * t 

W 0 


L 

1 ,872,61.5 
(H.7) 


0 - 


3, 79 1*, 90 3 

• 

(9'i.6) 


• ■ 1'»9,9'<8 • 
L (3.7) 

• 


1 ,988,601 
('19.6) 


TOTAL ADA, ALL CITIES: 5,820,976 


(100?) 



Sources: Same as Table VI. ■ . , 

Notes: Figures in parentheses arc percentages of total ADA In each 
wealth level for each alternative. 



ERIC 



29 



•BLACK ADA AFFECTED BY ALTtP.MATJVE PROPOSED RE5P0MSES TO SERHAflO V. 
* £M£LL» WIN/LOSE STATUS AND TAT I 0 - TO" A V E KAG E WEALTH CA'tTc J;'. I C5 : 

3^ LARGE U.S. CITIES, 1970-71 



DISTRICT POWER EQUALIZING FULL STATE FUMDING 

BLACK ADA, LOW WEALTH CITIES: S^S,^3^ (25.9?:) 



Wcrage 
ind Below 
Vveragc 
W/ADA 


W 

123, ^A^J 

W 

(22.6) 


L 

55, '052 
(10.1) 




W 

y 2^17.152 
(A5.3) 


1 

b 

85,715 
(15.7) 


L 0 


366,8/i2 




20^,256 


8.215 


i 
t 




(67.3) 




^ (37.5) 


(1.5) 


« 


. BLACK ADA", 


HIGH WEALTH 


CITIES: 1,562,i.60 {7li.]%) 






Lt 
W 


L 




w 

• 


L ^ 


\bove 

Xvcrage 

;V/ADA 


„ 3'«,3'»3 
(2.2) 


0 




■ 0 
w 


893,798 
(57.2) 


L 0 


1 ,528, 117 




^ 38,599 


630,063 


i 

• 




(97.8) 




(2.5) 


(^0.3) 


f 


BLACK ADA," ALL CITIES; 


2,107,798 


(100'^) 



Sources: Same as Table VI 

Notes: Figures in parentheses are percentages of Black ADA in each 
wealth level for each alternative. 
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%l»c», the ADA In those cities which v/ind up with reduced expenditures 
per pupil, but also reduced tax rates, is zero. 

The not effect of all this on the relatively Oow wealth cities, 
Is a loss In combined expenditures and tax revenues of over a billion 
dollars, which on a per pupil basis amounts to a $6l6.A^ decrease. 

Before wc compare these relatively lov/ wealth cities to the 
high v/ealth cities in the two-by-two table just below it (and 
. labled Above Average AV/ADA on the stub), let us first compare the 
differences for these same low wealth cities under the simulated 
full state funding alternative. Note here that the per pupil 
amounts in the V/IN-V/IU quadrant is larger, and in the LOSE-LOSE 
quadrant it is smaller. This is a clear indication that school 
children in low v/ealth cities are decidedly better off under the 
full state funding plan. The overall net change for low wealth 
cTtics of $-22,^106, 000 or $-12,38 per pupil Is confirmation of this 
observation. 

But since the full state funding simulation differs from the 
district power equalizing alternative in that all 'of the quadrants 
have data entries, we cannot say on the basis of what is In each 
quadrant which area is the better off on all counts. 

t 

The sunuiiary figure called "net change, low wealth cities" be- 
low this quadrant is useful at this point. In this case it Is 
$-12.38 per pupil, which when compared with a decrease per pupil 
of $-616.^1 is clearly a prefeired situation. 

When we turn our attention back to the lower half of the table 
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4 and compare WIN*LOSE outcomes for high wealth districts, v/e are 
again persuaded that full state funding Is a more rev/arding al- 
ternative. The net change statistic for high wealth cities under 
district power equalizing is $-293*96 per pupil, while in the case 
of full state funding, that figure drops to $-60.26 per pupil. 

* 

As further proof of the preference of full state funding over 

o 

district pov/er equalizing as simulated here, the overall summary 
statistic at the yery bottom of both columns is $-39'i.22 for 
district power equalizing and $-^5.37 for full state funding. This 
means that choosing the former over the .latter as the legislative 
response to Serrano is equivalent to taking $3^8.85 from each of 
the children In these cities, or $5,820,976,000 in total. 

BLACK CHILDREK BY WEALTH AND WIN-LOSE STATUS* 

Table X shows Black chi'ldrcn in low wealth areas in essentially 
the same circumstances as non-BIack under district pov/er equalizing. 
If anything. Black children arc slightly worse off. There are 
proportionately fewer of them in the WIN-V/IN category (22. 6S for 
total ADA) but there is exactly the same proportion in the LOSE-LOSE 
quadrant* 

t 

• Under full state funding. Black children in low wealth cities 
are decidedly better off than total school children. The WIN-WIN 



It has been assumed all along that Black children in the large 
cities we are studying arc allocated equal dollars per pupil amounts 
equal to their non-Black counterparts, an assumption which Is at 
least arguable. But whatever discrepancies arise, we expect to be 
In the direction of strengthening rather than weakening our analysis. 
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^ quadront contains '•5.3% of Black children compared to only 30.5? 
of the total ADA. The LOSE-LOSE quadra.nt for both are small, but 
the Black proportion is the smallest, 1.53; compared to 5.8? for 
total ADA. 

In above average assessed valuation per ADA districts. Black 
children are again worse off than the total student population. 
Proportionately fev/er Black children are in the WIN-WIN status 
• under district po\\er equalizing (2.2% compared to 5.5% for the 
total population v/hile proportionately more arc In the LOSE-LOSE 
quadrant (97.8% compared to 3k. 6% for total ADA). 

Under full*state funding, neither group is present in the 
• WIN-V/IN quadrant, but Black people have proportionately fewer In 
the tOSE-LOSE quadrant {hO.'ihZ compared to hS.e% for total ADA). 
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SIGNIFICAHCC OF FINDINGS FOR BLACK ADA 

At this point, wc can profitably return to our original reasons 
for developing the data in this manner. At the outset of this paper, 
we posed the question: are Black students among the **v/ea1 th*di sad- 
vantaged"; i.e., the plaintiff class in Serrano vs. Priest and her 
sister cases? And what does their distribution relative to v/ealth 
mean In terms of potential inequities in expenditures resulting from 
different Serrano solutions. 

What the simulations say about wealth inequities is that Black 
.children^ In the thirty-four cities studied in this section tend to be. 
present In h^g^ wealth cities more than lov/ (7^.1? to 25. 9%: see 
Table X); and tend to be present in. high v/ealth cities at a g.reater 
rate than total ADA {7h.]% to 68.9%: see Tables iX and X). 

.Since this analysis used only large city data, it Is clear 
that the results cannot be generalized to include smaller cities or 
rural areas. But Black students. North and South, have gravitated 
tov/ard these cities in the past few decades at a rate which renders 
this area the only Justifiable one for an analysis of future devel- 
opments In school finance. 

Regarding expenditure inequities, we have only looked at two 
alternatives, but they show clear polarities in thei - outcomes. 
If we heroically assume that Black children get amounts equal to the 
total ADA within districts, the per pupil gains and losses (figures 
In parentheses) in Table VIII apply to' Black as well as total ADA. 

Under district power equal.tzing, low wealth ADA loses $6l6.M* 
per pupil as compared to a loss of only $293*96 per pupil in high 

• • * 
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^wealth cities. Under full state funding, lowv/ealth ADA loses' 
only $12.38 per pupil as compored to $60.26*ln high wealth cities. 
This loss simulated the total resource di f fc rcncc* be tween the actual 
allocation and that allocation we v/ould expect under the stipulated 
model. • 

In other words, the district power equalization simulation is 
clearly less equalizing for Black ADA than is full state funding, 
given the assumptions of the models and the current distribution of 
Black ADA among the cities under review. Even under full state 
fifnding there is a net resource loss to the cities, but of much 
smaller magnitude; and within the full state funding models, the < 
greater per pupil loss is incurred by the high wealth, not the low 
weal th cities. • ' 

Moreover, by relaxing some of the assumptions of the simu- 
lation models, we obtain some further insights on the observed out- 
comes . • 

We assumed that in contrast to visible i n te r d i s t r i ct incquit' s, 
Int ra di s t r i ct allocations of funds received by the district are equi- 
table. But Title I comparability studies tell us that this is an 
unwarranted assumption in districts with Title. 1 programs for two 
reasons. First of all, longevity is excluded from the compar- 
ability computations, and we suspect senior teachers are in the more 
privileged schools (which are invariably in the white areas). 
Secondly, even after longevity is eliminated, Title t audit reports 

are still found to be out of comparability. We may conclude on 

« 

those two counts that Black ptipits tend to get less than white out of 

« 

Intradist rict per pupil allocations. . ^ 

as . 
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♦ Furthermore, in a study of eleven states which passed sub- 

i^tantlal change In their school finance prpgrams during 1972-73i 
25 

Grubb ^ found that nine passed some form of district pov/er equal- 

Iztng legislation, but only one allov/cd "recapture". Recapture 

Is one of the equalizing features of district power equalizing. 

. Vhcn high weal th di s t r i cts tax themselves according to the same 

schedule as low wealth districts. It Is expected that the deficits 

the low wealth case will be In part, made up by overages in the 

high wealth case. But In eight of the nine states, wealthy districts 

are protected from this recapture possibility by "savei harmless" 

2 7 

clauses which prohibit loss of resources due to recapture. 

Thcj/ Importance of this observation arise^ from the fact 
that most of the cities with substantial absolute numbers of Black 
ADA are above the median, but not by much. Few of them can hardly 
be considered •^/calthy" in the sense of the extreme levels of asses- 
sed valuation per pupil attained by many white districts. Thus, 
the loss of the rece^pture aspect of district power equalizing means 
that the v/ealthy districts nearer the median must ma[(^e up the dif- 
ference. Note that the assumption structure in most simulation 
methodologies, including Callahan's which is used here, does not 
take account of this fact.^^ 

States can, however, make up for this outflow of Black 
resources and the resulting inequities simply by adding substan- 
tial amounts of state revenues to the education fund, and rcstrict- 
Ing the amount of allowable Increase in tax rates or revenue. ^pass ing 
school finance legislation last year, all but one allows voters to 
override these restrictions.^^ Again, because Black people arc 
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often In relatively small proportions v/hcrc their absolute numbers 
are large, their preference patterns may never emerge; i.e., white 
districts may decide to override their restrictions v/hlle districts 
with substantial numbers of Blacks may not. Aggravating this possi- 
b(Uty is the population composition in the center city. Increas- 
ingly, the younger and married voters are fleeing to the suburbs, 
leaving the older aad the unrelated voters who are much less inclined 
to vote In favor of education tax overrides. 
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VII. CONCLUSIONS .* I 



In the foregoing we have seen that It Is entirely possible for 
the states to comply with Serrano completely, guaranteeing equality 
of cxpcndltutes to all children, and yet cause Black children to 
lose resources, I.e. equality does not Imply equity where the former 
means only evenness of resource allocation while the latter means 
fairness. ® 

The Importance of this observation Is due to the fact that edu- 
cation failure Is not a random phenomenon^ More than anywhere else, 
It tends to cluster in the Inner city.^^ And because of the migration 
trends of Black people toward the center cities, it Is they who are 
the victims of massive failure In the elementary and' seconda ry edu- . 
cation system. Achieving equality of expenditure among districts under 
these circumstances, therefore, can only be regarded as a means toward 
.the more Important end of expenditure equity. 

Th.e road to equity 'for Black children in educctlon, however, 
promises to be a rough one. Practically all of the doors that seemed 
to be ajar during the I960*s are being slammed shut in the 1970's. 
The courts hove undone much of Brown vs Boord of Educcit ion In the 
Rod r i (i u e z language, and particularly the implication that education 
Is a fundamental right. They have given some hope through Hobson vs 

9 

Hansen , (see page 9 above) and the Chinese School Children Case, but 
have removed even more In HcGinnis vs Ogi Ivic (sec page 9 above) In 
which special needs of the poor and minorities as a reason for more 
money v/as den i cd . -^Jn^u 1 a r 1 y disappointing have been recent reviews 
of mult I -member district suits, which were tHe hope of the education 
:i^9^formcr In changing the at-large elections with which a while minority 



Is^ablc to completely frustrate the Black population, by allov/ing them 
no Board representation whatsoeveri as In Los Angeles. 

Education reformers concerned with the education of Black children 

thcrcforci must be willing to take certain hard^-nosed stands on the bas>q 

of current knowledge, and to continuously v/ork tov/ard the development 

of new knowledge to retcst the validity of these .positions* 

« 

• • • 

'The first position taken must be to educate the courts regarding 

*what human capital economists are saying about the existence of demon- 
strable needs on the part of Black children for extra educational 
resources, just as the Chinese; span i sh- spea k i ng and other bilingual 
children have in the v/ay of language. 

. • • • • • . 

Our observations about the dimensions of inequity other than wealth 

* 

on page 9 nust take the form of research to test the extent to which 
Black children are i ndced *v ict ims of greater disparities in cost, need 
and taic effort as well as wealth. * • • • 

Vemust also take a position to educate the legislature regarding 
the harm to Dlack children of ''save harmless" and similar clauses for 
the extremely wealthy. The billjleft unpaid by the rich are paid by 
those at or slightly above the medic^n. The research that is needed 
to affirm this position is much more detailed than the research under- 
taken here, althougt) it involves the same concepts. The distribution 
of Black ADA around the median wealth and expenditure levels in each 

state, and the elasticity of the change in total resources to changes 

« 

Inherent in legislative provisions must be thoroughly analyzed. 

What the court did not say In Serrano and her sister cases rcg^^rd^ 
ln<^ iiic Important and related concepts of I n t r a d i s t r i c t finance and 



^overnnncc must also be researched. To the extent that equity of 
resource oMocation does not exist on the i nt rad i s t r I c t level, the 
position must be taken that whatever resource commitment is necessary 
to bring the Black schools up to, the more privileged areas be made, 
whatever the reasons given for greater expend I tures at the white school 
The most frequent reason Is that there are, more senior teachers at the 
privileged schools because of the reward system that operates v/lthin 
most districts. The position should be taken In that case that the 
same per pupil resources be made available to the Black schools regard- 
less of the the absence of the senior teachers. The Black schools 
could tl)cn purchase either more senior teachers or more aides for 
their present staff with the Increment. 

A position also needs to be taken regarding the lack of account- 
ability and accounting In the education system. Until school by school 
accounting becomes a reality In every state, as It has Juft been .man- 
dated by the Florida Legislature we will not be able to ascertain 

^v/hether Black children are obtaining fewer resources than v/hite 
children as It Is so frequently alleged. 

Because the pendulum completed Its swing In the direction of 
quality education for Black children with the ascent of the Burger 
court, the need to hold firm to these positions and the development 
of the research to validate or invalioate them is urgent. Future 
Serranos cannot be allowed to ignore their racial dimensions* 
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BY AV/ADA, U.S. 
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AV/ADA 
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n.j. 
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R. I. 
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Kd. 1 

Vcrniotil ; 
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Wash. j 
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Mich. ! 
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'.•■'yon 
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Vest Vo 
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Co io roilo 
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Ok la. 
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I daho 
La. 
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OM.. 
Hiss. 
Mi nn. 
S.C. 
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0.25 . 
0.09 .• 
0.002 
0.78 • 
0.02 1 
'1.65! 
0.01; 
5.05' 
1 .70 
0.0] 
3.56, 
0 . 1 '1 ' 

3.79' 



1 

2 
2 
2 
5 
7 
7 

10 

12 
12 

13 

18 
20 

22 

?3 
23 
25 
28 
36 
'lO 
'il 
'il 
'16 
hi 
'i9 
51 
51 
52 
63 
65 
67 
69 
69 
70 
73 
79 
8'i 

85 
86 
86 
87 
I 5 
90 
90 
92 
93 
93 
9'. 
96 
99 



02 
07' 
37; 
5'H 
63i 
23t 
57. 
80-12. 
26' 
66 
17 
37 
35 

O ^' 

05 
66 

?.c 



80 
0 7 '- 



lb 
72 
02 
'13 
72 



25 tC, 
'i5 62, 
76 67, 

26 5-:, 

J J ^ i 

7^ »c, 



37 76 . 

6 7 :0. 
52 
15 

71 
'I 1 
19 

59 
'•7 
•i3 
7? 
75 

/ ^ 



TABLE A- 2 



rcrcrnt Al?A {»nd Jiinorlty Group ADA 
' i:icd ichco) Di!.lricts, Ranked by 



Cumnulot ivc 
In Col i fornju L 

Assessed Vahict'on, 



1972-73 



ASV/^L/AOA 



OISfPlCT 



AHA 



% ADA 



CUH.T. ADA CUM.^ntK CUM.in?5M 



<6C?6 
451i?0 

4?397 

39319 

39U^ 

30*^3 

3n739 

37Vn? 

3671S 

3S 

34r.rs 

3WJ1 

33fi97 
3?iCf» 
310^9 
3jo:>0 
31bf.5 
31*04 
3n<i6 
?9l^4C 
>9lf.S 

?f:?9? 

?7r369 
a76S6 
?7(.3f, 
27Sm9 
37-15 

?7:m* 

2/**)3S 
?6?*3 
20SA6 
?SS?S 

*S174 
35JSO 

?<5^3 
if37?3 

iym 

?3??.3 
??S64 
2?SS1 
???t7 
?1956 

2i/r.o 

21350. 



j^cViriY f-iLi.5 ujiir, 

JOHN SMTT UN If. 

RIM CF Ifi ffJlPt • 

fMEf^CE JT. U.\H. CO 37 „!, 

PAL. i>p;>i\.js C%;r, 

SA^>r Ficvwi^ro •-'Mir, 
SifCWLLl':?: Jm:;T t'Nir. CO 
r.o*»Li»'«c*. vJ0;ni i:Mr, ccs 

L/.ilt T/.»-:'f U .If . 
ST.. HCLE-.'A Vulf . 

r/iL I'jjvv*^ v/i • uNir. COS 
LA iDrir.'-'-r.ic.UTf'^o u.wiF. 

Slt<?=A-P' Um:s JT# IMF. 
cou.NU v/.lL£y i»»qr. 

^».1G YALIF.Y U.Nir... C 

PlTistJff^ri iMift 

SAM LUir, COASTA(^ UNir#_ 
nr.L^'its u'llf. 

PALO ALTO C|;Y unit. 

C£YSEnvaLt u-^ir. 
mofiA JOINT uNir. CO u 

LO:;c Pr,£ UM> • 





o.r2 


0.0 


... 0.1 . ... 


0.0 




o.?o 


0,?. 


0.1 


0.0 




0.05 


0.3 


0.1 


0.1 


350 . 


0.01 


0.3 


0.1 


0.1 .. 




o.n 


0.4 


0.1 


0.2 




0.01 


0.* 


0.1 


0.2 


. c«i3l 


0.00 


> 0.5 


nil , 0 • ^ ••Mkwte* 


»0.2 


3*4 


0.01 


0.5 


0.2 


0.2 


494 


0.02 


o.«; 


0.2 


0.2 


. 19C0 ... 


O.f'6 


.... 0.6 


... 0.2 , 


0.2 . 


30AS 


0.10 


• 0.7 


0.2 ' 


0.2 




o.ce 


O.R 


0.2 


0.2 


. P?5 


0.03 


O.ft 


.. ,-„0.2. , . 


0.3 ... 


1074 • 


0.C6 


O.A 


0.2 


0.3 




0.22 


1.1 


0.4 


O.fi 




0.99 


_. 1.2 


:. 0 . 4 . 


0.7 ... 


412 


O.Al 


1.2 


0.4 


0.7 




0.C9 


1.3 


0.4 . 


0.7 


_. 3nl.__:.. 


0.01 


1.3. 


0.4 


.o;7 


f.<J3 


0.02 


1.3 


C.4 


0.7 


.773*3 


2.56' 


3.9 


6.9 


3.1 


3030 . .. 


0.10 


. 4.0 


6.9 


3.1 ... 


902 


0.03 


4.11 


6.9 


3.1 




0.C5 


4.0 


6;o 


?. ! 


.. ?4 0'. 


0.0 A 


4.1.. 


6,9 


.3.3 


1 3 3.7 S 


0.44 


4. ft 


7.2 


3.6 


1144 


0.04 


4.6 


7.2 


3.7 


, 1?'.4 


0,04 


4.fi 


.: 7.2 


3.7 


36r.o " 


0.12 


4. ft 


.7.2 


3,7 




0.C2 


4. A 


7.2 . 


3.7 


1?03 


0.04 


4. P. 


7.2 


3.7. 


14£0 


0.C5 


4.9 


7.2 


3.R 


13?^ 


0.05 


•4.9 


7.2 


3.S 


^ 9f.?7 


0.32 


. . ?i.2 


7.2 


4. J _. 


76S 


0.03 


5.3 


7.2 


4.1 




0.06 


5.3 


7.2 


4.1 


_. 


0.C5 


5.4 


7.? 


4.1 


477 


0.C2 


5.4 


7.2 


4.1 




0.02 


5.4 


7.2 


4.1 


«>'.? 


o.:2 


5.4 


7.2 


4.1 ... 


"J3510 


0.4S 


5.9 


7.2 


.4.5 


374 


0.01 


5.9 


7.2 


4.5 


343 


.0.01 


5.0 


.7.2 


.4.5 




0.02 


5.9 


7.2 


4.5 


9r,6 


l).C3 


5.9 


7.2 


4,5 


..5696 . 


0.19 


- 6.1 


7.7 


4.7 .._ 


S75 


0.02 


6.1 


7.7 


4,7 




0.04 


6.2 


7.7 


4,C 


'•'"•2 ... 


0.23 


6.4. 


7.7 


4,9 .... 


1303 


0.05 


6.5 


7.7 


4,9 


US40 


0.44 


6.9 


7.9 


5,0 • 


.... 302 


0.01 


.7.0 


:..7.9 ,. 


S,0 


392 


0.01 


7.0 


7.9 


5,0 


10?0 


0.03 


7.0 


7.9 


5.1 


. 07<i.. 


0.02 


7«0. 


.J. 7.9 


5.1 ... 
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Cun-.mul.*tivc Pe'c?r.t ADA f»nd Minor ily Group ADA 
in California U'I 'icci Scli'.>ol Diolricti", Kat&xd by 
Assessed VuK-ction, 1972-73 



.JlSVAl/AOA, 



DISTRICT .. 





% ADA 


CUM.i ADA 


cuM.r'«i.K 








^.a ... 


. . 7.9 . 


7.9 ^ 


J r J 


0«06 


7«9 


7.9 


7.9 


i ~ W J 


0,06 


7.Q 


7.9 






ft - ft 


A 0 


7.<» 


. ft.o . 




ft . ft A* 

V • V o 


ft. 1 


7.9 


a. I 




A. ft A 


• 6*. 1 


7.9 


e«2 


A A O /. 


A . ^0 


A. 4 

....... 


7.9 






Oi 1 C 




7-9 




# tfV M. A 


A 9 ^ 
0 • C<^ 


A A 


7-9 


ft«5 








7*9 




f 9 1 9 


A 1 A 


Q A 

9 • n 


7-9 


8.9 




0» OA 


''•9 








0 • 2 0 . 


1 A 1 


7 O 


|k -9 

....... ^ • T « • 




0« OA 


1 A 1 

1 n « 1 




A- 9 






1 A ^ — 


7 0 


9« 1 


lS3f»l ..^ 


0«51 


1 A A 

....... 1 0 • 0 . 


O 7 


« C 


7fl3 


0« 03 


% A A 


0 7 




412 • . 


A A 1 

. 0« 0 1 


1 A D 


O - 7 


^ t A 


_ 


^. 0« 45 .. 


...... 11 13 — 


O A 


9-7 


4136. 


A 1 / * 

0*14 


1 1 • 4 


C A 
• 


9-7* 
• • • 




0*07 


11*5 


O ft 






. 0« 06 


11 

1 1 • P 


O - A 


9.^ 




2« Id 


13.7 • 


11 A 

1 1 • VI 


1 A n, 




0« IS 


13«9 


i A « V 






0.92 


% A A 

. .: 14,^ . . 


1 Z 1 
_ I* • 1 


11 4 


1405 . 


0.Q5 


14,9 


14 « 1 


1 1 • 


77S9 


0«?6 


IS.l 


1 / 9 
1 4 # ? 


1 > 

1 c • V 


735 


, 0.02 


1^« 3 


1 / 9 

. 1^ • A 


1 C • V 


?Ai2 


0.07 


1*^.2 


1 / O 

1 * • c 


IV t 
1 c • » 


21 10 


0.07, 


• 15.3 


1 A 9 

4 C 


1 1 t J 


. J34V2. 


. 0#44 


1 ^ • 7 


1 Si A 


T V . 4 


3P^ift 


0. 13 


I 1 f> • A 

• 1 C A 


1 C. A 


IP 4 




0« 02 


1 -> • * 


1 > 5 






1 o . 7 


t «; 4 




2^32 


A AY 


1 A 7 


It; s 




?74l 


A A A 






13.2 


... I'^SO . . 




1 A 


1 p • ^ 




. 1 *> 4 ^ 


0 • Co 




1*1.5 


13.^ 




A AO 


17 A 

1 r « u 


1^ ^ 


)3.4 


61'il2 


* A / 


1 O 1 

. , 1 9# 1 . . 




14 .5 


33A0 


0# 1 1 


1 0 9 

19 ,? 


r 3 • J 


J /. , ^ 


?770 


0« 09 


19,3 


c D • 


14.9 


l?ni 


0. OA 






• • " 


U77 


0« t>4 


19 .3 






6.1<5 


A« ?0 


1 A ^ 

J 9 • 6 




15.2 




A 07 


?A <; 




17*2 


4«i70 


0.15 


20.7 


2A.0 


17. i» 




o«n 


20. A . 


26.0 


17.6 


.. 17o<^5 .. 


0.f»9 


.... 21.* . 




. . TP. I 


1?13 


0«04 


21.4 


2#i.l 


1(^.1 




0«18 


21. f 


2A.1 


IB, 2 




0«16 


21. R . 


2#i«l 


ie.2 


• 19«9 


0.06 


21. ft 


?/i«l 


18.3 




0.07 


21.9 


26.1 


lA.f 


2796 


0*09 


22. «. 


2A«1 


in. 6 



20179 
20096 , 
19V76 
19A49 

19712 . 

'19^G0 
19>44 . 
/ 1945fl 
193^a 
19^62 

J9134 . 

19116 
19027 

!rr.60 . 

lrS57 
U5J7 

.l7bAl . 

17474 
17250 

: 17250 

17212 
)(S79 

' H92f1 . 

16^10 

P.794 
16^^.5 

.I65?a 

, U494 

16492 
- 16437- 

163^3 

1C.254 
16K.3 

^..16112 

15Vq2 
IS721 

lf>S32 

l!i445 
1542a 

1S407 

15273 
1S254 

14H^A 

14/59 
14615 

14534 

I43f.0 
14332 

^ 14149 

• 14144 
1409*. 



UMACM.-.MI u ;:r • 

. KF.WMAr:-f.USTr.£: ^OlUl I'Nt 

CAPISlPA?.*U \rti^'t .. 

SA?< MARINO l.r^IF, 

ct'LvtR cm I'-ii^. 

. . Krs?OfM-»'£:Si U Mr 

HAftllM? UNIF« 
COLUSA UMF^ 

IA.5 VlprrsES UNJF. 

. . At^^^^KLEY ClTY tMF. ^ 

ES^'AHlO U^*1F 4 

SCUTH ?;Aff F^'cNClSCO^U^rr. 

ClXO/i UNl.Fi 

viiLowf. liMr. ..... 

tc»jG IT .'.CM 

pasauena city w\ir. 

OL'SVPI SAm;>5 fNjr 
JAChUSOM UMF, . . 

L1NDL?4 u^^n • 

tSCAL^N* U'.'ir. 

IfiGi.tv.ono t'»-!«^« 

LOS MCLiJ*riS UNi«'. 
CILU'L'ALF. U'^:F. . _ 

SAM L0»<ir.70 v.Mi^Y UN'ir^ 

. lyPF.PlAL U-IF. _ .. 

WILL. Ms UN'lr, 
riEUMUjiT CIIY o^:f. 

OAr.LAN(» CITY l."i;r4 . 
LOS rUMnS U^rlr. 
riLl^'O^F f^.IF* 
CALlhAKilA f.*;^ . 

• fCLAMATH^TPlMTJ. Uf^lF. CO 

tu\ loCH U.Mr, 

f^OKOAM HILL l.'.i''* 
COi^O•^^Uo CITY ii*ilF. 
VEMTt'W.> , 

l.\rEroHi Ufi;^*. 

OAVIS jTt U»i:'. CO 46 
LA CANADA L?-i!F. * . 
HOLTVlLLE U'-lF. 
PATIFPSCU JT. t'NlF. CO 4 
PAN AC lie. UJiiT. . 
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TADLE A-2 (Cont.) 



Cumniulativc Percent ADA and Minority Group ADA 
In Californt.T Unified School Districts, Ranked by 
Assessed Valuation, 1572-73 



*SVtL/A04 



AHA 



% ADA ADA CU><.»nLK CUM.'Sn?: 



13^95 
13604 • 
I3C./.0.. . 
13M) 
13039 

n*6ft .. 

I336» 
133 JO 

■ 13210 
13)13 
l3f-67 

i3t;-50 

i2VC0 
12936 
1?9J5 
l?r.07 
12765 
12*63 
124 60 
12392 
' !?J72 
122!? 
119(5 
lH f9 • 

lin?5 

.1HA9 . 
\\l(C 
117*9 

lW-90 
1167t 

IW-M 
11034 
ll59n 
_ 11f.tl 
llSOfl 
114S6 

.11*32 
112/.4 
11230 

. inf9 

10V76 

109^r 
loitro 

10631 

lonto 

10790 
•10736 
lOf'li 
10091 
1C«,63 
10231 
-J ORB 



APCaPIA UmIF. . . »0.11T 0.3* 

lOt'.HiNCF. UNIT. J***'* ^l*!; 

lOS ANf.rLES UNlFlEO fftOTlO 22. U 

vnoOLAtin ji. uf'ir. co_51 ..... 7'0«}6 •J'?-'^ ■ 

CAHfilLLO UMF. . ,- -.- -279S ; 

PACIFIC C'lOvf. OfilF. 3/'.6l 0.12 

pOWNfY UVIF. .* '-.l^^'^l i'^ii ■ 

LOOl UMlF. . nP''2 0.39 

PL'lCrflTlA U^JIF. 130ft0 . 0.^3 

ronT u^I^. 2«i60 — -o.ow 

PALOS VEi:U'?^ PLNlN<iULA U lfil20 . 0.60 

SOUlM PASAOENA UNIF. . *1?9 

Rl CMMU!;fj U'UF. *0:*76 — 1.33 

5/.!: JObC CITY U:iIF. 37^75 l.?5 

Wl.'JltaS J1. IINIF, COS 20 \H.» 

ALBANY CITY UNlF. : .- 2fi31 0.09 

.,pr.::.MP u!;ir. .• 

tJM)5AY .UrMF. 22^0 COO 

LIVE UAK L'HIF. . . J2t-7 O.C« 

SAN-A CLARA u:^I-F. 23«S6 . 0.79 

41-4SCAUE.,10 Uf;U . 306ft .. 0.10 

vr.Nxr.'/ia UMF." ;„l-_.. f''>9 7 ... 0.?3 

Y',;UA C'.TY U'ijF.. 77fi2 ft.?5 

mLv;.K u:i:k. 136fi o.(-r> 

MADf.JiA u;;ir. . 7f.79 .._.. 0.25 

SA:i f'AsotAL VALLfV UMF, ftAft 0.0<; 
FO'iTA'J/. li.MF. • •• ■ 13A06 0.45 
PAnA'ilHi\T UNIF. . 94ft'> 0,31 

L^t:.•,'J'^t;^;T i/f«if. 2'.n2 o.oa 

r;"0'.A Ul.If . . 1773 0. 06 

PIVL<!5.lt£ t'-:iF. ..... •.. 2ft7\fl O.M 

PALO Vl.Tjr U:.U. 397fl 0.13 

SA!< nifGO CITY UNIF. 13?ni0. 4.39 

OILJiOY UMF . .... 5235 0.17 

PAJAHO VALLiY b-;|F. COS 12«J49 0.43 

SAN HAHON VALLtY UNlF.' 10396 0.3^i 

KFSTlWfl PLACr.R UNlr. 2125-. .... 0.07 

".new H.'.vf.f; UJilF. • 6»i92 0.23 

DEL UCHTt CoumIy UMF. 3905 0.13 

BA^SICi.' UfilF, ' • 9A«J4 0.32 

CHICO U"IF, '''•}(> . 

UK I AH UN IF. 6196 0.20 

po-AY CITY v'in, i»3A4 o.?a 

Ojil i;r;If. 35f«2 . 0.12 

wESloOOn UMF. ♦OS 6.02 

alameua Cl'y U'MF. 12?51 .. .„ 0.40 

SAC:>Af<fN!0 CUT UMF, 524^7 1.73 

YUCA|»'A JOl'iT UnIF, CO 3 . ♦'•IS 0.15 

REOLAKOS U?MF. l?4n4 . ._ ... 0.41 

NAPA VALLLY UNJF. 15«i60 0.51 

SAM JACIMO UMF. . 1700 0.06 

MAfllftA UNlF . A317 0,27 

UMPLt CllT UfUr. *795 . 0.16 

ov.xur. fiir . • .fno9« ' 0.93 

...tUClA y:.HV-n^* -6796 .0.22 



22.3 
23. S 

• 45. f. 
.... *5.9 ._. 

. 46.0 

* 46.1 . 

. .. . 46.7 ... 
47.1 
♦7.S. 
47.6 
4B.2 
46.3 

JM,7. .. 

- 50.9 
50.9 
51.0,. 
51.1 
• 51.1 
. . 51.2 .. 

52. ft 
52.1 

... 52.3 _., 

52.6 
. 52. ft 
52.9 
53.3 

53. f. „ 

•". 33«7 
53. fl 
54.6 . 
* 54. a 
59.2. 

.. 59.3 . 
59. n 
60.1 

60.2 . 

60.4 
60.5 

.... . 
61.2 
61.4 

... .. ''J.7 .. 
61. a 
61. A 
. 62.2 _ 
63,9 
64.1 

64.5.. 

65.0 
65.1 
. ''5.3 
65.5 
66.4 
66.6 . 

.1 



?6.1 
26.1* 
67.7 
67.7 ... 
67.7 
67. A 
.67.9 .. 
67. A 
67. a 
67, A . 
67.8 
67. A 

•71.0 
71.0 

.71.0 , 
71."0 
71.0 
71.0 

.71.1 
71.1 
71.3 
71.4 . 
71.4 

. 71.5 
7J.H 
71.7 

.. 71,7 , 
71,7 
71.7 

. 72.3 
72.4 
76.7 
7',. 7 . 
76.7 
76.7 
76.7 
76. n 
76.3 
76.9 
77.0 
77.0 
77.0 
77.0 
77.0 

._.77,1 , 
79.2 
79.3 

...70.3 
79.3 
79.3 
79.4 
79.4 
7';. 4 
79.4. 



1A.7 
lO.l 

4r..o 

49.3 . 
49.3 
49.3 
. 49.7 
50.0 
50.4 
50.4 

59.4 
50.5 
. 5!..'^.., 
*5«'.9 
53.0 
53.0 
53.1 
53.3 
53.3 
54.1 

54.1 
.. 54.2 
54. c 

54.4 
5«.l . 

• 55. 1 
55.6 

. 56.0 
5f-. 1 
5A. J 

57.1 
59.9 

... t?.5 
61.3 
6).<* 

.. 61.4 
fl.9 
fl.9 

_.. 62.4 
62.5 
62.5 
. 62.5 
62.6 
62.6 
'<2.3 
64.1 
14.1 

64.6 

64.7 
64.9 
65.2 
65.2 
65.7 
C6.C 
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In Colifornij Unified Sclioul Districts, Honked by 
Assessed Voluaiion. 11)72-73 ^ 

OlSlfilCT . . ADA 



% ADA CUM.^. ADA CUM./TM.K CV^^.n^r.u 



JOOOl 

9VI1 

^ 9S?5 

9490 

93S1 

, ^•933(1. 

9?69 
9^16 
_■ 9^10 
9002 
9060 
^^?4 

0657 

e^74 

t475 

e^57, 

f.??9 
0??3 

J 6)99 

610] 
. . BI73 

f.l?3 

8070 
7V&1 

. 797^ 

75^7 
• 7796 

7f»92 

7SC'6 
7SS3 

7^95 

7*30 
7336 

7303 

• 7300 
7C65 

7C07 

f9S0 

6911 

6042 
6815 

f69S 

6670 
6A^0 

...^ . 6^46 
6412 
6392 

61 0 7 

•J 6003 

I. 5990 
. . *5»70 
— S060 
5603 
S3?2 

5??7 

607^1 
504S 

— . 47«6 . 

. 4363 
^ ' ICCrO 



UNIF.' C 

JT. Uf;f 



. tiK c.'<ov(. v^y. . . 

r.INOS CANYO.V U:<IF. CO 54 

CO^CO^AN UNjF.Co 54 
VISAI. UfilF 
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Ken: I am concerned about the Implication of the remarks that it may not 
be in the Interest of Blacks to support the proposals for implementing the 
Serrano d<:clslon which in a sense is another way of repudiating the Serrano 
decision. My feeling is that in the long run, Serrano Is fn the interest of 
Blacks and that if the Supreme Court had decided Rodriguez a different way 
we would be better off than we are new. 

Bob: Bather than go after Implementation of the kind of language which I 
suspect will come out of Serrano blindly, I feel that we ought to be thinking 
of complicating that language. The best of all posible worlds is that 
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the California State Supreme Court, when Serrano Is appealed again, will 
begin to take Into account some of those dimensions It didn't take Into 
account last time and which we talked about today. If .It does, then 
Serrano would be sufficiently complicated to account for those things that 
I am concerned about. If It doesn't, then I don't think that black 
people are going to bebef It by the language and we are going to have to 
compllcite It at the legislative level. We are going to have to go to 
the legislators and tell then what Is missing from Serrano . I think 
Serrano la a step forward and that It Is education reform. Reform of 
any kind, in almost any respect, I think will be for the better. However, 
to the extent that we can obtain the empirical data and prove to our 
own persuasion that the language, as it comes out of the court, can 
produce some detrimental solution. We have got to make sure that those 
solutions are as least detrimentiil as possible. 



Margaret ; Although it is implicit in Bob's paper, I would like to make 
one point explicit and that is that the issue you're pursuing is assessed 
valuation per pupil, because that's what Serrano deals with, differences 
in district wealth. But looking again at the questions of, for example, 
municipal over-burden, it may be that some areas with equal or lower 
assessed valuation per pupil hav<: higher per pupil expenditures because 
of the lack of other drains on tlieir resources, which this does not take 
into account. Although you have done so Implicitly, you don't explicitly 
differentiate between the fact that some areas do have high assessed 




valuation per pupil but don't have high educational offerings because of 
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other drains on their resources. In conjunction with that, what I get 
froa your paper, although I think there Is missing from It a cohesive 
conclusion section. Is that as far as solely assessed valuation per pupil 
Is concerned, blacks would be better off. In California anyway under full 
state assumption as opposed to district power equalizing. Tou also said 
this morning that you felt that, under district power equalizing, large 
cities would not vote themselves higher levels of expenditure, indicating 
probably that full state assumption would result in higher per pupil 
expenditures, but that's not in the paper either and I think that is 
something you have to deal with in addition, the per pupil expenditure as 
well as the wealth availability. Because that's what really determines the 
dollar input, not just che assessed valuation per pupil. 

Bob; Tou're right, I didn't allocate. The paper was intended only to 
handle one dimension and that dimension was the distribution of students, of 
black students in particular, with respect to the distribution oi wealth. 

Margaret; I'm not meaning to criticize you, I'm just saying that these 
are the kinds of things that people reading the paper will automatically 
assume and that you have not taken into account. The criticisms they may 
have, may not be substantive in the sense that you have already considered 
these things but they are not made explicit in your paper. 

Fred; I think Bob»s technique of trying to get at specific points that 
refer to the specific demographic variables pertinent to blacks is a 
methodological point that should be made clearer because it probably would 
•id people in deciding how to break out figures. I think there are some 
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problems with wealth and Income data, that Is, trying to correlate with 

delivery of education services data and other kinds of data. If Bob 

made his methodology a little clearer It would be helpful to other 

people trying to pursue that area. I know Bob^ that you have the Information. 

Roy: When you use (ADA the assessed valuation per average dally atten-- 

dance to rank districts as wealthy districts and vealthy-dlsadvantaged dli^trlcts^ 

there arise a lot of distortions that need to be clarified, because when you 

talk about assessed valuation per ADA a year you're talking about how 

such taxable property there is behind each student in that particular 

district. It gives a somewhat distorted view. 

Bob: It's not the only dimension. 

Bon: I wanted to raise an issue that you are Interested int Bob, and 
that you hinted at, but obviously your paper didn't deal with explicitly 
and that is this: Let's assume that you do end by having a very tangible 
set of fiscal reform recommendations to make that will constitute legal 
equity in the constitutional sense!; that will constitute fiscal Improvement 
so far as black children's per pupil expenditure levels are concerned; so 
ta and so forth. Tou are going to be in the position to make some very 
explicit recommendations. That still leaves that issue of performance 
outcome, since that's the name of the Kama, that is, what is the overall 
use to which any fiscal propop^l can be put when intent is not, in fact, 
fiscal equity. That isn't really our intent. Our intent is something 
coming closer to appropriate perfoxmance levels for black children in 
particular and poor children in general, or that portion of the pupil 
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population does not Instruct tonally profit from prevailing arrangements. 
I have notions of my own about that^ but before I say anything about that 
Vd be Interested In what some of the rest of you think about the use9 
to which this kind of work can be put^ 

Dave; It seems tl 2* re making a general priority statement of sommltment of 
more financial resources to education and the question Is how Is that done 
and hos Is that done within a frameworkt picking up Ron*s comment of 
legal equity t wlt> > .onstltutlonal framework or a constitutional 
meaning. I think that^s essentially a mechanical kind of process that 
we can sit down and formulate. The question Involves the political 
commitment of those Instrumentalities that ha\re the responsibility, 
mainly the states, and however that it is going to be done, whether it is 
going to be mandated to local districts or the state is going to grasp it 
Itself, having been pressured enough to do that in the first instance. But 
the other question seems to me to be a question of accountability and an 
accountability mechanism to be established. Maybe that*8 the work that 
should flow. Because if there is an accountability mechanism, a r^al 
accountability mechanism established, it puts everybody on notice that he 
has to measure up to something else that's Implicit in all this, and that's 
the establishment of some, and I hate to use the word, it's almost a 
cliche, meaningful educational standards. So one thing really trlgg'irs 
another and It's rather difficult in my mind, at leasts to adi'ress the 
the one question without kicking off kind of a domino effect of all the 
others. I guess the question is where do you start. 

Bob ; Actually, I was about to make the same comment myself. Tou can 
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think of all this as a series of things that need to be said. One ii 
the Inequities on the level of Input or we can think back even beyond that> 
ve can think of Inequities on the level of the taxpayer having to provide » 
because of the system that prevails nov» the monies for the education of 
people with whom he has no direct contact. He*s only getting a spillover 
benefit. We can think next In terms of Inequities of the levels of 
expenditures under the present system because It Is not based on any 
rational criteria by which people who need the money ar^ going to benefit 
from Itt or in terms of the cost^ the real cost of education in any given 
area. Uhen you think of the inequities of the different p:.io^esses of education 
within the box> how» In some cases » education appears to be happening very 
weH and In other cases lt*s not happening well at all; when you think of 
the output side of the box» w3 can say that there Is not equal achievement 
In education. Then we can say to ourselves* where are we going to Impinge 
the court most effectively today » given today's situation and given where 
the frontier of the argument is. The frontier of the argument Is right 
now on the Input slde» unfortunately. It would be good to put another 
language into those suits » those court cases » Serraro and Rodriguez and If 
Serrano could still go ln» concerr4lng these other levels. I only addressed 
myself to the Input slde» not because that's where I think It should stop^ 
clearly t but because that's whare the level of argumentation Is at this 
point and I couldn't agree ^oxe with what has been said In terms of what 
we've got to address ourselves to as soon as possible. We've got to 
start developing the research now for when we think the Court Is ready to 
get to that output slde» because we must realize the Court Is not ready 
right now. The sooner we work on lt» the more we will educate them toward 
that goal. 
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Dave I I Just wanted to mention that the frontier does seem to be moving 
a Uttle bit, from what I hvre heard ibout the New Jersey litigation. 
The approach they are using there Is saying, given where they have a state 
mandate for a thorough and efficient education, the tactic that the lawyers 
are using Is, as I understand It, that they are going around the state and 
looking at, say "remedial educatloi rograms" that have been used and to 
some extent have worked In dlstrlCwd and they are saying, "Here's the cost 
of teaching someone how to r».-d who hasn't been able to read up to this 
point In a certain grade." I don't know how exact they are being. There 
Is some progress being made toward an output based equity standard. 

Bob: That's fine for New Jersey because they happen to have an encomium 
in the constitution. The problem that I was trying to bring up earlier, 
that the U.S. Supreme Court has created for us. Is that those constitutions 
that don't have that kind of language are back to ground zero and they 
happen to be the constitutions which are in the worst states in many ways. 
So without a plebiscite in those states, or without some kind of state 
Supreme Court language in those states, we may find that the New Jersey 
constitution, as Dave just pointed out, a phrase which says that every 
child will get a thorough and efficient education and you can grab hold 
of some language like that and start asking what does that mean in today's 
world, whatever it meant when they wrote itj what does that mean in today's 
tode'cy? You've got a basis on which to move and one that is clearly 
going to move in New Jersey because of the people who arc working there. 
A lot of people who have grasped the problem are really moving, and that's 
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going to produce inventories with a great deal of forward notion. Florida 
also happens to have a great many highly Interested people who are ready 
to use whatever they can get their hands on to prodice a good educational 
system and to take advantage of the language that does exist and to keep 
moving despite what appears to be a setback In Rodriguez. But there are 
a lot of states that aren't moving and they have given up. 

Dave; But there are federal statutes, the Lao case? 

Dave: Well, I can't really say much more than that except that it was 
a Xttling under one of the HEW laws, that there had to be - it was a kind 
of encapsulation of the 14th Amendnent kind of language within the law, 
within the authorization for some education funds - and under that provision 
it was ruled that the Chinese student in San Francisco had been deprived of 
equal opportunity because he wasn't getting bilingual education. Somebody 
here must know more about it than that. 

Bob: I think that's sufficient. It was decided in favor of the plaintiff 
that the Chinese children have a need, and this gets back to the whcle set 
of needs, and where needs can be made objective like this, I think the Court 
is willing to sit and listen. That is that you certainly couldn't say that 
the Chinese were getting an equal educational opportunity if they were sitting 
In a dassrooa and couldn't understand what was going on if they were not 
bilingual. If they were not bilingual, of course, they couldn't understand 
English. The only thing the state could do was to provide Chinese-speaking 
^ teachers for them at that cost and of course, the state resisted because of 

the Implications. Tou've got a lot of Mexican students also in California 
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vho are going to be the first ones to jump on the band wagon. And then 
you've got a lot of crazy black people who are going to say that black 
people aren't going to speak English either. That can keep going further 
and further. I think that's also part of the reason the Birger court 
didn't go along with Rodriguez. That opened a Pandora's box for a 
lot of crazy reformers who are going to tun in and say, "Well, if education 
is a fundamental right, what about the right to police protection? What 
about the right to sanitation? What about the right for any service you 
can think of that the state ought to be providing to a Special district? 
We're paying for it, when are we going to get it? You can pifbve inequality 
very easily, you can ws!k down the streets of the city and through the 
eyeball test, look at the streets of Beverly Hills and look at the streets 
in Watts and you can say there is something unequal about the provisions 
of sanitary services in these two areas. If we can get the strict scrutiny 
test that comes out of a fundamental right for education, then we can say 
that people are catching TB and dying everyday because the streets are not 
kept clean. I think that's one of the reasons they want to go slowly on 
this provision. 

Dave: Although if you can prove racial discrimination, there are plenty 
of precedents you can cite. Shaw , or Hobson or others in education. 

Hargaret: lou know, Hawkins vs. City or Shaw, Mississippi, when they did 
extend the application to more than education? But I think that at least aa 
far as the California court was concerned, in Serrano , they made a careful 
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distinction between education and all other rights because they addressed 
that issue directly. That was one of the arguments that the defendants 
used and they indicated why they thought education was a fundamental right » 
while the others were not* There is a question whether or not you are 
brave enough to rush right on in there* 

I think we should not down-play the findings in this paper because 
of the tendency for people to think that Serrano and Rodriguez and the 
other suits automatically mean that black people and poor people are 
going to have greater resources* This indicates that it's not an 
automatic consequence, and we ought to be aware of this because the next 
step, that is-^hat we actually do-vill depend upon knowing precisely where 
we would stand under a slmple--minded distribution of funds based solely 
on assessed valuation per pupil* 

Dave ; This gets back to the accountability question, which also gets back 
to the observation that Ken made earlier this morning, that schools within 
a relatively wealthy district but in a predominately black section of that 
district are getting the short end* 

Fred ; I*d like to deal with the discussion of equity* I would make it a 
little more consistent with the legal comiBinicatlon, because equity, the 
way lt*s used in Bob*s paper, got more downside arguments against it than 
upside arguments for it, in terms of using it as a basis for delivery of 
educational services to the poor and the black because the equity argument 
legally is really covered in torts for the most part, a negligence lav, 
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I thinl. you have h tough problem trying to prove negligence In education. 
So 1 think I would make that part clear, even though equity communicates 
In a connon sense better than the use of equality. An attorney picking 
up your paper. Bob, would go through all the arguments that discredit 
something that should not be discredited, because If you look at equity 
legally as a balancing, you are talking about Input and output - all you 
can buy Is staff and means. When you deal with effects, you really are 
calking about Instructional process. That Is not attached to money. 
The critical question In making an analysis for financial aid. Is staff 
and means because the money Is meant to buy more staff , more means and 
not diredy to buy more effects or better effects. In a sense you can get a 
dearcut connection between Input and output If you look at staff and means 
but still may not say much about effects. At some point, you may want to 
give that In your explanation. That Is something that we have to worry 
about when we talk about chlnglng the equalization of finances. 

Chuck; The only concern I have about the paper, other than aome of the 
more substantive ones that have been mentioned. Is distribution of Informa- 
tion as It results from this research. However, It seems to me that there 
are a number of pieces of legislation that, if we wanted to, we could 
sequentially order. We might mention, first of all, the Hobson decision 
In the District of Columbia which gets more to the process and also the 
affect that results from that process and begin to define very specifically what 
affective education is all about, something we have not dealt" with. We've 
tried to put a dollar or cost amount on what happens cognltlvely, how much 
Boney does it take in order for a youngster to achieve at grade level or 
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above 9 but what la the a££ect Involved. I can't aeparate th€ two and 
too many have attempted to do that. I think we ahould also anticipate the 
counter-equity legislation that we see beginning to mushroom ^ and I am 
•peaking specifically, although it's not at the public school level, of 
the DeFunls case Involving, of all things Interestingly enough, law schools 
and entrance Into law schools and the way In which entrance Into f:hls 
professional type of education relates to minority people. 

My next concern Is one that we haven't addressed and the paper doesn't 
address, primarily because I don't think It was Intended to, and that Is 
state appropriations as they relate to the preparation of urban teachers, 
as It relates specifically to the preparation of urban school administrators, 
that actually those administrators who decide ^at policy is going to be 
written that usually creates this inequity. If you take a look at the way 
in which school administrators are trained to understand school finance, 
none of this Involved. Recently we see a few Inclusions, but certainly they 
are very scanty at best. Ve have not been able to influence policy as it 
relates to the policy makers and this is outside of the realm of legislation. 
He know that state supported institutions train most of the so-called urban 
teachers in this country and we know that a pretty poor job is being done In 
thut training mode. We ought to examine that, find out how money Is being 
expended to do that , what processes are being used and what failures have 
resulted from the use of state tax dollars in the training of those teachers. 
These are a few concerns that I have that hopefully we can address as we 
continue to make some progress beyond the scope of your paper. 

Steve: What would you look for In that training? 
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Chuck ; I think we could look for several things. We could begin to 
test performance criteria. We are beginning to get a number of papers 
in which people are taking a very critical look at fourth year tracher 
education students to fivjid out how they view various other groups in this 
country that they have never addressed before because of their schooling, 
because of their, usually traditional mlddledass upbringing. There is a 
lot of interesting information which indicates, factually, what we've known 
for some time—that many of our teachers are Just unequipped in the 
affective domain to deal with minority students, with Third world students. 
Now, this means that something is wrong with the training modules that 
are used to train those teachers and obviously money pays for that kind of 
training. I think we need to raise some very serious questions as to how 
that is being done, if state money is being used effectively. I think 
we can get vast input into that area. 

Bob; In support of what you are saying Chuck, I'll mention that every time 
I make a presentation of any of these observations in California, if it is a 
mixed group, the people who are most likely to come up and ask me to come 
to their district to make another presentation of the same sort are the people 
from white districts. The people from the black districts have heard a 
little bit about it, and they quite often want us to come too, but I'm not 
quite sure whether it is that they have heard it before or they didn't 
understand it when I was making the presentation, but in many cases what 
happens is that there is absolutely a vacuum in terms of this kind of 
training or this kind of information in the white districts, in all-white 
districts and I think the reason for that has been that education in the 
U.S. is really designed for, and biased toward white culture and there 
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ts not reall/ that much of a need on the part of the white culture to 
redesign education that much, I think It Is working, for the most part, 
for white soclet/. The educational s/stem In this countr/, b/ definition 
the norm is that 50% of the white students are above It and 505 of the white 
students are below It, lt*s just the black students who are In trouble with 
that norm. The/ tend to - but taht norm Is set from a white cultural 
vantage point 

Chuck: Unless /ou've taught at a New Trier High School In WInatka or an 
Evanston Township High School In Evanston, which I have, where the per 
capita expenditure ranges from about $1,800 to $2,000, then /ou may begin 
to wonder whether or not those youngsters are actually getting maximum 
benefit. There are a number of frills Involved, and the superficialities 
are there but that gets Into another thing, 
Steve? So are you saying that the money does pa/ off there? 
Chuck; I don't think It does. Mm suggesting that It doesrnot. 
Ron; Pd like to turn this general topic Into an even more specific 
question than the one I asked before. I would like some of you to say 
what you would consider, either on the basis of your knowing about It or 
on the basis of your being prepared to recommend It, the most ajsplclous, 
and In your Judgment the most efficacious means by which Singleton's 
Insight Into economic^ equ I ty can, be, on the one hand made an Instrument 
of Instructional effectiveness for black children. In particular, 
and poor children In general; what the communities, that are simultaneously 
suffering from fiscal abuse, but, more Importantly, whose school children 
are suffering from Instructional Ineptitude need more than fiscal equity. 
They need Instruments of Institutional betterment and these pieces of 
litigation and these occasions of financial reform can be opportunities 
for such behavior, provided people have access to some kind of a repertoire 
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of what^s to be dene. 

Bob; i realize the paper dldn*t go that far, but I know what I would have 
said If It had gone that far. That Is, that general distribution formulas 
talk about how /ou get more mone/ from the state to the districts In the 
general fund. The mone/ that comes out of that general fund and Is allocated 
toward the schools goes with almost no commitment to an/ kind of special 
usages of those funds. The district does what It wants and usual 1/ It does 
what It has been doing before. I think some legislatures are becoming 
more willing to hear arguments about how some of that mone/ should be 
kept out of the general fund and put Into categorical funds If the/ can 
be shown which categories of usages that might make a difference The/ 
can then maintain greater accountabillt/. That Is one of the most Important 
reasons for having more mone/ In categorical usages rather than less, which 
Is what has happened, the trend Is going the other wa/. There Is greater 
accountabillt/ of these funds because the mone/ Is designated for special 
purpose usages and /ou can sa/ that we want to see this mone/ used for a 
certain reason. 

The other thing Is that /ou can project certain kinds of experiments 
which are supposed to give us new knowledge and tr/ to control for certain 
things which we suspect are going on. That adds to whatever we think we know 
about what Is effective usages of these funds. I would think that one 
thing we can do, as Will/ Brown tried to do. Is earmark certain funds out 
of the general fund Into special categorical usages and make sure that 
we are getting more for that than Just more of the same. 

Ron: fou said this morning that /ou were Interested In categorical aid parti/ 
because It had the effect of preventing an overwhelming preponderance of 
the mone/ flow going Into teachers* salaries, but I have a lot of trouble 
with /our Interest In categorical ^jndlng. Look at the countr/ as a whole 
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and the Congress In particular. The quarrel I have alwa/s had with all cate- 
gorical aid Is that It proceeds from a diagnosis of Instructional disablllt/. 
That Is to sa/ that Title I Is based on the Congress* diagnosing the Instruct- 
ional need as residing In the characteristics of those pupils v/ho don't 
do well and therefore the categories of Intervention that the monies are sup- 
posed to bu/ are designed to respond to the deficiencies that the Congress 
sa/s black children have when the/ wrote the legislation. Furthermore, . 
on state levels, precisely the same thing happens, that Is that categorical 
aid, b/ Its ver/ nature, must proceed from a prior diagnosis of what Is 
wanted. Invariably, when that happens, since the laws at that level are 
written b/ people who bring certain cultural dispositions In matters of that 
kind and so on and so forth; Invariably It means that two things happen, 
that from our point of view are disastrous. One, /ou do get some fiscal 
Intervention, /ou d*^ get some mone/ appropriated for some kind of a program, 
and then lt*s a categorical kind of a program. But b/ Its ver/ nature, the 
mis-dlagnosis of the origin of educational disability, placing the burden 
of reform on the children Instead of on the school - makes us able to predict 
In advance that we will not get an/ substantial Improvements In performance 
as a consequence of this fiscal Intervention, which gets us back where we 
started. In other words, not onl/ do people become Increasingly c/nlcal 
about voting categorical sums, but the/ become Increasingly persuaded that 
no matter what /ou do with these deprived black children. It will not /leld 
gains, and so on It goes ad infinitum , and so, from my point of view, I am 
ver/ much committed to discretionary fiscal Intervention. The reason Mm 
Interested In It Is taht It does not require a prior diagnosis of Instruct- 
ional need. 

Bob ; But It does require a ptior commitment on the part of those people 
who are operating the school district to do something of the kind that 
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you* re Interested tn, 

Ron; I want to get to that. 

BOb: And so. If lt*s not categorical, ma/be we ought to come out with a 
new tenn, because I think Mm not Interested In categorical as It was 
used before. That's wh/ I threw In that dimension of new knowledge. 
That Is, I think we have to learn a lot more about what has been detri- 
mental, what In the Institution has been detrimental. The point was raised 
earlier. In the larger session, that we don't reall/ have good explanations 
of wh/ In one s/stem the addition of some monies. In Detroit for example, 
there's an attempt to demonstrate how In fact /ou can tie Increases In 
aid to Increases In performance, and /et In other places the/ made the same 
effort to show this and the/ claim the/ can't. I'd like to know, not from 
the point of Sflew of what happened In those s/stems, which he doesn't 
explain, and what was the atmosphere, where were the teachers coming from 
or whatever, i don't think educators. In the sense of their training, 
have reall/ been In a position to describe or to think about this. I would 
think that we are going to need some people who know something about organ- 
izational development and organizational behavior who are going to have to 
come In and look at the forest as well as the trees, and theo sa/ something 
about what Is going on within different school s/stems that appear to be dol 
something, and within the different schools that appear to be doing somethin 
and we have to tie the mone/ then to Incentives tpward doing that kind of 
thing rather than doing the other kind of thing. If It's not categorical, 
then there has got to be something else; there has got to be Incentive 
pa/ or something. I'm not that hung up on categorical aid £er_se. ' 
reall/ do think the mone/ ought to be going In the direction that shows 
commitment rather than the direction of Just more for the most people. 
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Bea: All kinds of mone/ gets spent In this state» on things that could 
be of helpt such as a ver/ explicit study that was cormnlsstoned which said 
that school administrators shoulc be able to take a hattus and come and 
learn about such things as school finance or school education and 1aw» 
and all the kinds of courses you see In the so-called more enlightened 
school catalogues. I haven't heard anything more of what happened to that 
Idea, I do know that $100^000 v/as paid to the school that was to do the 
study. This perfectly good kind of simple solution for the fact that 
Boston State turns out all the educators and they v/lll go out and perpetuate 
the system* 

Jim; At Carnegie^ we made a grant for the fall to the Educational Devel- 
cpiTient Center here» to deal with some aspects of the training that Is offered 
to school administrators. I put them In touch with a number of people. In- 
cluding Bob. That Is one kind of connection that will make some difference. 
And EDC Is Influential In the way that curricula In the state's schools of 
education are developed. That's a partial answer. We recognize that as 
a problem. Getting the response to It motivated and properly Implemented 
Is something we are working on« 

I have a question for Bob, V/hat response have you had to your work. 
If any, formal response, from the unions either In California or the 
nation-wide organizations? 

Bob ; So far, zero. Mainly, because I think v/e have been htding from 

them. I think the unions will the unions knov/ what we're doing — 

l"ve heard, second-hand, certain responses, and the ones I have heard responses 

about are people whom I already know and I could have predicted v/hat they 

would have sald« At previous times, when working on educational legls- 
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tc^go to unions because the earlier you go, the more you're going to have 

to compromise. That compromise you know you're going to have to do and you've 



got to kind of count your arguments In sush a wa/ that /ou're talking to 
them, and their problems, and about what \Z Is that /ou know the/ are going 
to be concerned about. Sometimes that changes back and forth, and the 
liaisons change back and forth, the wealth/ districts and the poor districts 
and the black districts and the Chicano districts and all kinds of group? 
that a.- laread/ associated are alread/ talking to the unions and /ou 
would like to know how that comes out, how the unions nu:urall/ depio/ 
themselves among these groups. What we have heard so far Is that the unions 
are Interested but the/' re not quite sure what to thJnk about what we're 
doing. Some of the things we're doing sound like exacti/ what the/ would 
like us to do, some of our class action suits will definite!/ be to their 
benefit. 

Jim: The/ spend a lot of their resources on developing expertise in this 
specific area. 

Bob: That's true. Tha/ haven't, not in the area of finance. There are some 
lobb/ists v/ho spend part of their time on keeping up with the finance 
legislation. I know the Western Center on Law and Povert/'s person up in 
Sacramento is constant!/ being approached b/ people from the union and he 
Is ..1/ source for some of the things that the unions are sa/Ing about us. 
There are other lobb/ists up there who are telling me the same things. I 
don't think the/ want to develop an expertise, I think what the/ want to do 
Is be able to draw upon the expertise of other groups. 
Margaret : I wanted to get back to the Issue of categorical aid and what 
happens to the mone/. F| rst of al'l , I sould 1 ike to sa/ that I think not , 
not Just In education, but all categorical aid assumes one of two things - 
that Is that the recipients of the mone/ are either too stupid or too irrat- 
kxial to know what is the best use of the funds. Second, It assumes that, 
In education In particular, the same t/pe of production function is equal!/ 
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effectlve in all situations and Indications are that !t Is not. We don't 
know enough about education production functions, if such can be created » 
to knew how muc difference there Is between a production function for one 
t/pe of child and for another. But to lock Into a categorical kind of 
grant would lock Into the kind of flexiblllt/ /ou have In. /our production 
function, that Is, what can /ou do with /our mone/^ This tells /ou what /ou 
can do with /our mone/. Also, I think /ou need to distinguish between the 
short run effects and the long run effects of changing per pupil expenditure, 
Mnd the short run almost inevitably means that the teachers who were there 
will get more mone/. But In the long run, just to take a simplistic 
view of It, the existence of hlghe^alarlcs In those locations ma/ 
attract better teachers, whatever better teachers ma/ mean. One argument 
Is that the people who are In education no- are those who don't have an/thfng 
better to do, because if the/ had something better to do somebod/ else would 
pa/ them more. To the extent that that argument ma/ be valid, b/ raising 
the salaries /ou ma/ attrfxt people who could be doing something else but 
now see the salaries as being more attractive. 

Bob: I think more Important, as an argument though. Is who makes the 
decisions to evr'uatc and to hlrr and fire the teachers, Margaret, 
Ron ; If /ou're going to answer Margaret, let me add one more thing I 
want /ou to answer^ I'm going to add to her list, the other major defect 
of categorical aid. In terms of our Interest In black children and poor 
children. Categorical Intervention In school s/stems has the effect of 
giving the educational decision-maker a built-in explanation for wh/ 
things don't get better. If things get better, then the school s/stem will 
applaud Itself for being responsive and all that. But for the most part we 
know things don't get better, and the educational decision-makers make one 
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of two kinds of responses. The/ either sa/ the/ want more of the same 
kind of mone/ to do the same kind of thing, or the/ sa/, more often than 
that, ''Listen, If /ou'd given us the opportunit/ to exercise our own 
Judgment, we would have told you you shouldn't have done that In the first 
place* And that the reason this program hasn^t yielded the kinds of gains 
that /ou think you ought to have gotten. Is because what you wnated us to 
do was to hire teacher aides when we knew what we should have done was to 
buy more books, or we ought to have built a gym and you made us build an 
auditorium, etc." The repertolr.of criticisms that 1 have of categorical 
aid goes on and on. Even recognizing the abuses that characterize discret- 
ionary monies my own view Is that discretionary monies create- more oppor- 
tunities for long range and sustained reform than any system of categorical 
Invention I know about. 

Ken: I'm having great difficulty already In some of these funding situations. 
Federal funds have come In and Instead of these funds supplementing state 
funds, It freed state funds to go to the wealthiest areas already. 
Ron; fou're talking about discretionary money? 

Ken ; I'm saying that even with categorical junding, to a certain extent 
that happens, but It would happen even more with discretionary monies. 
In fact, It would be Inevitable. Pursuing the question of governance, If 
you don't have control over allocation of the resources, discretionary 
funds would be the worst, categorical funds, at leas* would be designed 
In such a way as supposed to meet a certain need, a need felt by under- 
prlv4leged students. I would not be so sweeping In my criticism of categorica 
aid. 

Ron: I think that Is a very Important criticism and I would like to say 
just a wore* about that because I 9m mindful of the substance of what you are 
saying, but I am not persuaded to change my mind, and I would like to say 
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wh/. (ou see, what Is missing In this scenario Is what are there, In fact, 
predictably effective Instruments that will make dlscretJcnar/ Intervention 
more effective than It has historically been. But I should tell you also, 
I begin from a negative premise. In my view, we now have enough experience 
with categorical aid to know, with considerable certainty, that It will 
be culturally autocratic to place the burden of change on pupils, as opposed 
to schools, and would do all sorts of things that will not yield gain. 
Therefore, I am not Interested In discretionary Intervention because I think 
It's a panacea, I just think It creates opportunities, that categorical 
funding does not. It seems to me that the way to handle discretionary funds 
Is to say that discretionary Is free from the predictable defects of categ- 
orical funding and the Issue that will turn — I've been reluctant to 
pursue that with any degree of precision because I don't knov/ whether It Is 
within the province of this discussion to talk about some of those 
Instruments. The last place I was before I came here was In Michigan, and 
so I bring a biased perspective, because In my Judgment, we succeeded 
In Michigan In making v/hat Is almost a national mode' of the uses to 
which discretionary Intervention can be put and tha<- there Is a truly 
extraordinary mix of accountability, control of performance outcome, and 
most Importantly, using a fairly modest discretionary fiscal Intervention 
as the political Instrument for doing that. 
Bca: Doesn't that depend on who Is sitting In that seat? 
Ron; Oh, It does now too. Sure. 

Bea: Looking at It from your view, you have been In the seat and I 

guess many of those thlngl looking at It from the other vantage point. 

Dave: I think It does tie In, I would say It Is within the province of finance 

discussion, because on page 2 of Bob's paper, there's a description fo what 

superintendent In Baldwin Park allegedly told John Serrano's *ather, which 
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Is, "If /ou don't like the schools here, move/' There's a whole stor/ 
there which is that the normal mechanism for accountabi I It/ in local public 
services and, even ore so. In the private sector Is that If /ou don't 
like It, /ou take /our custom somewhere else, fou withdraw /our resources 
from that shop. That's obvious I / an option that a lot of people who bu/, 
public education don't have. So, It seems to me that the remedial strategies 
can be broken down Into* one of two kinds, fou either tr/ to provide more 
discretion for people to withdraw their mone/ from schools the/ don't like, 
and /ou can do that b/ either aiding moblllt/ directi/ betv/een districts 
as the Flelschman Commission tried to do to some extent; or, /ou can 
do It with vouchers, as various experiments are doing, planned variations, 
there's a whole list of options there. 

Another kind of option, a second kind of strateg/. Is to have the 
administration, ma/be the state administration, exercise that resource 
withdrawing function In behalf of the customers. If the customers can't move 
then the next best thing Is the schools can be shown not to be doing their 
job, the state will take awa/ some mone/. PresumabI/ using criteria that 
have been developed b/ the customers* Part of what has alwa/s seemed lacking 
from m/ viewpoint. In discussions about eqult/ and finance. Is consideration 
of moblllt/ explicit I/, because It seems to me that If there was enough 
moblllt/ then we wouldn't have to worry about whether education v/as rela* 
tlvel/ cheap or rclativel/ expensive In one place or another because people 
could move If there v/ere an advantage to doing so. It's the lack of moblllt/ 
the lack of opportunity to withdraw /our bucks from a bad school that reall/ 
brings out both problems, and accountabi 1 1 1/ and school finance are ver/ 
much the same kind of problem. 

Fred: If /ou did accept that argument, /ou would be moving awa/ from general 
welfare. It's almost like medicine, as /ou said. Just because more people 
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can afford good medicine /ou don't let TB run rampant, because as long as 
It's around cver/bod/ can get It* And If /ou look at total societal cost, 
you pa/ for those negative costs too. The/ cost you something In the total 
formula. But one of the things that /our anal/sis points out that I think 
Is critical, Is that In order to tie funding to effects /ou must be able to 
trace the money directly to what Is being changed. That Is where the trick 
bag In public school funding really gets you. And that Is that the language 
of appropriation Is different from the language of delivery of educational 
services, I found this out In North Carolina very clearly* The state 
appropriated about $6 per child. Then I went dov;n and asked people In that 
dual scliool system, and the superintendent submitted to me that^they spent 
locally, on the basis of a formula of about 10 to I, $5.50 tc the white 
children, $ .50 to the black children. This was very common. Principals 
confirmed It. Now the question Is, if you had said that to the state legis- 
lators, they would have said, "^es, we have Increased our appropriation by 
\S% because we are concerned about the kinds of materials and means that 
these kids are getting. And v;e Increased It for every child In the state. 
Then, when you get the report back. It confirms what they have done. The 
accountability has been raised really, but the effects have been differential. 
Steve; You've got to develop qualitative accountability Instruments. 
Fred ; But that Is the only way \te. know hov/ to report back. Bob has pointed 
out In his analysis that when you start to analyze It down to Its final 
points. In order to do anything about It there has to be a structural change^ 
not only In the way It's appropriated but In the report to make sure that 
the effect that was Intended actually occurs. I don't know how to handle 
It, I'm just supporting what Bob has found. 

Bob : i^ualitatlve accountability could probably be accomplished better 5f 
there were more decentralization. The problem right now Is that from the 
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centralized situation It's good If /ou can just get some qualitative account- 
abtllt/, just find out on the average how much v/as spent. That's a break- 
through. The school by school accounting s/stem that they are Implementing 
In Florida does have both aspects; It does have both quantitative and quali- 
tative accountability. That Is, the schools are required to.appolnt some 
parents to an advisory board for each school, and they are supposed to be 
setting certain goals and criteria for those schools to reach, which Is a 
breakthrough. 

Bea: I have a simple-minded concern around a horror story. That Is, even 
If everything were equal. In terms of dollars, when you get down to what 
those dollars buy, the services that those dollars deliver, what happens? 
I can tell you a story about a per. pupil ratio that was about $10,000 per 
kid one year and the services bought v/ere about what you would get If you 
were willing — well . . . this was a reverse busing situation. If you 
broke It out In gross numbers In terms of hov/ much noney v/as spent per child 
that was effective, you would get about the kind of services you could get 
In one of the poorer suburbs, I'm saying In terms of teaching. I don't 
know about the output. I'm just saying that all of that money was spent 
and all kinds of arrangements had been made to satisfy all kinds of criteria 
and nobody Is really able yet to say exactly what the output of all of that 
input was. 

Margaret; I'd like to go back to the mobility problem. On pages 7 and », 
Bob gives an economic location theory model but I don't think It goes quite 
far enough In the sense that It doesn't mention the fact that you have tO 
buy a v/hole package of services, ^ou can't select a better or a worse edu- 
cation. You've got to take the housing and everything else that goes with 
It. And so, even If black people were perfectly mobile. In the sense that 
they were not excluded from particular communities, they can't pick and 
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choose the different elements that go Into the package the/ receive. The/ 
have got to take the quarter of an acre lot and the single family dwelling 
along with the better education and all the other things that go along with 
that particular community. And the other thing In connection with that, 
talking about what happens v/hen /ou get more money, Is that the Intra-dlstrict 
discrepancies tend to be greater. V/hen Coleman— ran Into these problems, 
he couldn't distinguish between what was Inter-dlstrlct and what was Intra- 
dlstrlct and most of what he got v/as a minimization of differences, because 
Inter-distrlct disparities tend to be less than Intra-distrlct. Some people 
are more mobile than other people because the/ can afford to bu/ the whole 
package* If /ou want to keep them fn, then the tendency will be to favor 
them as far as what you do with the money, feu v^n't find It because the 
budgets are not set up to show v/here the money went. All you know Is that 
so much money went to teachers and so much money v/ent for transportation and 
you aren't even sure that the money actually went for that. That's what 
somebody said It went for, and even If It did, you don't know which students 
received those benefits. 

Ken; My first observation Is relevant here. The reason Rodriguez was decided 
the way It was Is quite simple, A lot of what we're saying Is supported 
In the Court and it disturbs me. Rodriguez was decided the way It v/as because 
Jencks and other people like him have been suggesting that there Is no cor- 
relation between educational Inputs and educational outputs. Footnote 86 
In the opinion refers to the quality clause controversy. Let me quote from 
the opinion, the crucial part: "Even the most basic questions In this area, 
the scholars and educational experts are divided; Indeed one of the hardest 
sources of contn w^rsy concerns the extent to which there Is a demonstrable 

^Footnote Coleman (Report) 
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correlatlon betv/een educational expenditures and the quallt/ of education." 
If we cannot agree that there Is some connection between expenditures and 
educational quallt/. It's a purel/ political game. And Indeed /ou aren't 
going to be able to pla/ even a political game ver/ well, but certain 1/ /ou 
don't stand a chance that the Supreme Court will render the kind of decision 
that Is going to ensure eqult/ to blacks and poor. The Supreme Court Is 
not going to render a complicated decision. Occasional 1/ It does; It did 
one on an abortion case, which was an extraordlnar/ case where a legislative 
decision rather than a judicial decision was made. Courts don't make com- 
plicated decisions when the/ are deciding constitutional principles. The/ 
sh/ away from an/ oeclslon that Is going ro require a complicated, statutory- 
type elucidation of norms. It's going to have to have a simple thing, like 
one man one vote. Before, the Court said that you couldn't deal with poli- 
tical questions because of the complexities of proportion, but when It finally 
got a simple formula, one man one vote, or one person one vote, then It went 
off running and our whole legislative process, legislatures, have been trans- 
formed as a result of It. It depends on what level you're talking about. 
The Supreme Court Is not going to make a decision that's going to move us 
toward equity If It has to be very complicated. More fundamental. If we do 
not accept the proposition that there Is a correlation between expenditures 
and output, I don't know why we are engaged In this exercise. 
Margaret : One of the major complaints In Rodriguez was that the plaintiffs 
did not adequately define a class; that the definition of class they did 
offer was very, verv vague, and the confusion arose over trying to Identify 
children who lived In v/ealth-poor districts and children who were poor. 
The two did not automatically correlate; therefore the decision came out with 
a very mushy class as far as classes go, because they could either belong to 
v»ealth-poor districts or they could belong to poor families, but the two 
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didn't go together. The judges said the/ d?dn't have a class. The confusion 
here Is between the Idea of equal resource* per pupil, In the sense of equal 
assessed valuation per pupil, and the nead criteria, that Is the feeling that 
children from poor families need to have more than the/ have. Tr/Ing to 
attack It from the approach of their belonging to areas that have few resources 
Is just too simplistic because we are tr/Ing to deal with an Issue between 
the Inputs and the outputs, and not Just the Input of dollars, but where the 
child came from, how the teacher views him and the dollars that go Into It. 
Margaret ; There Is an additional question about Rodriguez that we have to 
answer If vw. want to go back to the courts. How do we define our class and 
how can we then attach the class resources and the class needs In such a 
wa/ that the court can come out with a decision? 

Ron ; Let me Intrude on that one. I think. Ken, that /ou are raising a 
ver/ Important Issue when /ou sa/ that /ou wonder what w«'re about If we 
cannot agree that there Is some relationship betv/een pupil performance and 
expenditure. I don't think we have to agree on that. I think It's ver/ 
Important that we have some kind of a position on It because I think It Is 
one of the great sources of mischief for community groups and reformers and 
activists who are tr/lng to represent the kinds of people we are Interested 
In. Any perpetuation of the notion that there Is an automatic correlation, 
positive correlation, between levels of per pupil expenditure and pupil 
performance Is In the long run a detriment to black children. When you go 
to the bed-rock premise of that argument, you find that It Inferential 1 y 
places the burden of behavior on the Individual as opposed to the Institution. 
In a sense, Bob disposed of It for me this morning when he said that there 
are minimal levels of per pupil expenditure below which you cannot fall, 
but that when you are Increasing levels of per pupil expenditure beyond 
that minimum, your reasons for doing It are not necessarily a precise function 
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of some predictable gains !n performance levels, and therefore, black people 
and black advocates are going to have to be ver/ careful that the/ do not 
become Inferential parties to the mischievous notion that Improvements In 
the quallt/ of Instruction for their children are for sale. The/'re not 
for s.jie. 

Ken: fou've elegantl/ stated Powell's*^ anal/sls, though. 
Bob: I think that In some cases Powell has been dishonest. If I ma/ call 
such a prestigious man dishonest. He didn't recomment as a result of his 
anal/sls that we therefore take all the mone/ av/a/ from Beverl/ Hills, which 
Is the logical conclusion. If mone/ doesn't make a difference, then who 
needs mone/? Let's cut back the educational expenditures on ever/ district 
to $100 a district. But that wasn't what he concluded. He Just sfmpl/ said, 
"Therefore poorer districts or those districts which are clamoring for more 
money caiv't necessarll/ put a good argument forth as to wh/ the/ should get 
more." 

Ron: Powell did not conclude that the basic criticism of the expenditure 
level was tied to performance. He didn't conclude that Its defect was that 
It placed the burden of performance on Individuals as opposed to the Insti- 
tution. He never said an/thing like that. 

Ken: I understand the words, but I don't see hov/ that follows. Will /ou 
explain wh/ that's so? I don't understand It. 

Ron: Let me give /ou an illustration. The school we're talking about Is 
P. S. 2 and kids In P. S. 2 are not doing well and the question Is raised, 
"Whafs wanted, what needs to be done In P. S. 2 In order for these black 
children to do oetter?" The teachers have an Immediate response. The/ will 
list a varlet/ of things, but at the base of It the/ will sa/, "We need more 

*Pootnote Powel 1 
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mone/ In order to educate these children." The struggle then turns Immediatel/ 
to a cofjmunlt/ coalition whose task Is to Increase the levels of per pupil 
expenditure, when what the conmunlt/ Is reall/ Interested In Is Improving 
the quallt/ of Instruction for their children but the teachers have tricked 
them. The origin of the disabllit/ has to do with the pathological response 
that the school mskes to those children and their characteristics, (ou can 
take the levels of per pupil expenditure right off the chart and never funda- 
mental!/ alter the school's — the pathological nature of the school's response 
to black children — and unless and until /ou attend to the fundamental premise 
from which the school proceeds as it interacts with children, manipulating 
fl5cal questions and altering levels of per pupM expenditure will never 
Influence the quallt/ of instruction or the subsequent reporting on performance 
levels for the children we are Interested in. I want, on the one hand, to 
maintain m/ Interest In questions of fiscal eqult/ and financial reform, 
but I want, on the other hand, to sa/ as vigorous I / as I can that there are 
some enorltous dangers, and this Is one of them. And that Is wh/ I keep 
Injecting the question, what are the Instruments b/ which fiscal Intervention 
can be turned to more demonstrable gains In performance levels? 
Ken: lhat's Bob's governance problem again. Surel/ /ou knov; that there are 
man/ other factors Involved in these problems. We're primarll/ concerned 
with finances here. The question Is, "What can finances do?" fou said we 
don't have to agree on It, but If we don't agree on It, It seems to me that 
there's no reason to push educational reform because an/ Kind of educational 
reform /ou push Is going to require additional mone/, one wa/ or another. 
If for no other reason, because of our Inflatlonar/ econom/. One thing, 
for Instance, that I think would be a ver/ valuable reform would be the 
Improvement of the student- teacher ratio, that instead of Increasing the 
teachers' salaries, hire more teachers. 
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Chuck ; The existing data does not support that. 

iou find /ourself entering the same kind of trick situation that Ron 
has just mentioned with the correlation between high expenditure of monies 
for education and the eventual outputs. A great amount of the data supports 
the notion that student-teacher ratio has ver/ little to do with It. It's 
the quallt/ of the Individual who Is on the teacher's side, which gets back 
to the whole notion of how a teacher perceives a child. 
Bill: It Is not as clear-cut as that ma/ appear, because having fifteen 
students as opposed to thlrt/ students has a lot to do with hov; effective 
/ou can be, /our quallt/ as a teacher, which Is not just /our artlstlcness 
or /our preparation. 

Chuck : rm not suggesting that. What I am suggesting Is that a great deal 
of the research supports the notion that lt*s not reall/ a quantitative 
thing. It Is a qualitative relationship that teachers have with children 
and numbers are slmpl/ Incidental. 

Ken : But that's dangerrus talk. If what /ou sa/ is true, wh/ not have 
flft/ students per teacher? Is It purel/ qualitative? 

Bill: It depends on what /ou're teaching, too. ^ou can teach flft/ people 
some things, but /ou cannot teach the same thing to a hu-dred. Some things 
/ou can onl/ teach to ten. 

Margaret : I agree that within certain ranges, teacher-pupil ratios don't 
make a whole lot of difference. That ma/ be a range of five pupils per 
classroom as opposed to the difference between fifteen and thlrt/, which 
Is not just fifteen students but also a 100 per cent Increase In the number 
of students per classroom. 

Chuck : Or flft/ students with three teachers In the classroom. 

Bob: What Ron keeps asking us Is, "What does the education production function 

look like?" We keep telling him, ''Me don't know." The main reason we don't 
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knov/, I think, Is that there's no accountabi lit/ In education wh?ch will 
permit us to know. 

Margaret ; There hasn't been sufficient experimentation to get awa/ from 
one particular t/pe of production function, so that the standard production 
function Is one teacher standing In front of a classroom, v/lth some variations 
but not significant ones. What variations there are v/e can't quantif/, or 
haven't quantified. 

Ron: I want to la/ a proposal before all of /ou as an Instrument for what 
we are talking about, because /ou have persuaded me of the bias I have brought 
to the room and that Is that as advocates for children who aren't doing well 
now, we can't handle the middle part of /our three-part anal/sIs^: Input, 
process and output. V/e can^t handle process. So from a tactical point of 
view, I'm going to suggest that we come at It almost cxcluslvel/ — • we have 
some Instruments for getting at Input and that has to do with litigation, 
equity, and constitutionality. . . . What I want us to concentrate on Is 
output, because I think that Is a handle, and I think It's a handle that 
goes like this: (I) The phenomenon of criterion measures Is an opportunity 
for community definition of the purposes of schooling at the most fundamental 
level. That the existence of the technology of criterion measures as opposed 
to normative measures raises the possibility, the political possibility, of 
schools becoming rather dramatically more diverse In the uses to which they 
are put than Is presently the case; (2) that the technology of wide-scale 
assessment of pupil performance levels, v/hen criterion measures generate the 
Inquiries that assessment will be asked to make, repre*icnts, from the education 
point of view, the kind of handle that Margaret Is Interested In, in knowing 
what's going on. And not only v/hat's going on, but what's going on In rela- 
^ tlonship to what we started out saying we were interested In, and that then 
the tie-In is that, it seems to me, . . . with that kind of information, 
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that's the point at which mone/, of falrl/ modest levels, can be an Instru- 
ment. Because, /ou see. In school districts where per pupil expenditure 
levels are $1,000, If /ou can get hold of $200 of It, and /ou can tie the ebb 
and nw of the $200 to performance outcomes on the basis of criterion measures 
that are reported on these ~ on some kind of assessment .Instruments, then 
/ou will be ver/ close to seeing that. In and of Itself, fiscal !r.tervention 
ma/ not be all that dramatic but that fiscal Intervention Is an opportunity 
In the wa/ that a lot of other things we have talked about are opportunities. 
And the 'ssue Is, what needs tc be pursued here, what are the uses that can 
be made o1 the opportunities for i'<tervcntlon that the question of fiscal 
reform raises/ •■ 
Bob: Should we seek more discretionary uses of the money rather than tying 
It to certain purposes? 

Ron: This Is discretio laf. fou take a lump — take $200 of the $1,000 — 
you make the ebb and flo.v discretionary, but make Its ebb and flow a function 
of publicly reported performance gains on the basis of our criterion measures 
which are generated by the community to le served. 

Il^rqaret : Am J assuming that v.^f /ou mean by that Is that*you can 

decide to use lhe| money for whatever purpose you choose, but once you. make 
that decision X have 4ot to know that y'3u\ Indeed used that money for that 
purpose, In the "vsense t\iat you can check td see It that was an effective use 



of fne money? » 



Kon {, Let m^ be more speclfjc. 'ou decide thit the way to Improve the quality 
of llnstructftjn is to buy drapes for the. slassrSom, but vie have already agreed, 
as t^ie commiiilty, that we want children ?o reach certain demonstrable levels 
of cjjmpetenci In reading. So we say ic- the principal, you're ftee to spend 
the money on the drapes, but you must understand that If, at the end of this 
period, the kids don't demonstrate mastery of reading to the level we said 
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/ou had to get to, then we cut off that discretlonar/ mone/. And I'm onl/ 
talking about that as an Instrument of Intervention; the i.200 Is just a 
handle. 

Fred ; Ron, I think you are not really dealing with the effects of the funds 
on the structure, fou've defined cosmetic effects within the structure. 
If you are really serious about the funding effect on what people do, you 
have got to have the 90 per cent up for grabs. 

Ron ; I'm willing to do that. But I was Just trying to say that the fiscal 
Intervention creates opportunities, and ask ./hat the uses are. It seems 
to me that two questions arise out of Singleton's work; "What does the 
coimnunlty do with his work?"; and "What are the uses to which It' can be put?" 
Fred; I think If you accept Bob's analysis, you've got to deal with the 
dlstr»butlon and use of the v/holc part, too. ^ou have to be able to use what 
Bob has discovered not only to affect the school, but also to rearrange the 
v/ay the money flows through the system. 

Jim: I think that part of what Ron Is saying. Is that you might want to 
conceptualize a strategy. But as a practical matter, the amount that Is really 
there that can be affected Is going to be a marglna-l amount, hopefully one 
that can be made effective which Is more than the new add-ons have been made 
to do up until this point, because the handle for even effecting those marginal 
Increments hasn't been devcsSped consciously by those who are Interested In 
how they report It — and yo4 start there. Also, as a practical matter, 
as you all know, the SO per cent, not that It's not touchable, but the mech- 
anisms for getting to It are almost Impossible — you've got contracts — . 
Fred ; What about a school system, at least as one proposal, that has no 
tenure, that has nothing. People go In with the expectation that they will 
only v/ork as long as they are successful. "That's ne kind of model offered 
In conjunction with your model. That's the model where you can't change 
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things. But here's a s/stem In which people work as long as the/ win. When 
the/ lose, the/ move. Then /ou^re dealing with how funding Is reall/ affecting 
performance. 

Ron : I want to be autocratic and request that we go around the table and 
ask ever/bod/ to quickl/ sa/ two things: (1) where he or she thinks we are, 
or however /ou want to frame that, and (2) what he or she thinks needs to 
be done within the context of this discussion. What's a profitable set 
of pursuits? 

Dave ; I have trouble answering where we^ are. I could ansv/er where J_ am. 
I've heard /our description of an accountabi 1 1 1/ scheme tied to controlled 
resources. I take /our word for it that It has had some success^ln Michigan, 
and I think that that kind of strateg/ Is mutuall/ reinforcing with the 
strateg/ of tr/Ing to Increase moblllt/. It's another wa/ of Increasing 
bargaining power. So I have now come to the point of seeing those tv/o things 
as kind of mutuall/ reinforcing rather than competitive strategies. I think 
the discussion might focus on examining In greater detail that kind of account- 
ability, to knov/ what sorts of Information It can produce and, where It Is 
felt to be satisfactory, what are the criteria for evaluation and are 
those satisfactory to ever/body, and are they controversial? I would like 11^,** 
to know about those things. \'. \ 

Chuck ; VJhat needs to be dorje? One of the things that we've discussed, at \ 
least marginally. Is getting this Information out to people. And I am assuming 
that one of the roles of your operation at Nairobi College Is to do exactly 
that, not only In California but around the country. Id suggest that we 
take a look at what people like Roland Patterson are doing ;n Baltimore, 
Maryland; what Barbara Sizemore Is doing In the District. And t-/ the way, 
she has ' 'd 3ut what sV : feels to be an organizational pattern that will 
bring In some of the accountabilities that we have been toying with, based 

85 



ERIC 



-36- 



on how schools are going to be financed. She is presentl/ taking a ver/ 
close look at the inequities betv^een schools within that district. I would 
suggest plugging into these people who are in poUc/ decision-making position-, 
and who are interested, who have expressed an interest. Let them know what is 
available vts-a-vis your stud/, and even offer them advocac/ support. I'm 
not that familiar with school law other than the more popularized versions 
of what is happening current)/ in the countr/. I feel ver/ strongl/ about 
the fact that much of the work that has been done on this campus is going 
to have a great effect on polic/. I'm thinking not only of the Jencks 
Inequalit/ study, but alsc the Ho/nlhan-Mostel ler work, etc. And It's 
Interesting to me that a radical economist like Herb Gintis should get so 
involved in the Inequalit/ stud/ as he did, although I know he has attempted 
to remove himself from that famous group. 
Ron : Notorious. 

Chuck : These are some of the things I think should be done. Where we are 

now? I'd like to ask a rhetorical question: "What Is going to be done as 

a result of toda/'s conference?" I think that there are a number of people 

here who can assist, but I think there are man/ more people around the country 

who should be ^dvlsed a|d wl|) should the?Kelyes become !n^ol4d In th^ls t/pe ^ ^ j 

of dialogue. * ^ • 1 1 i ^ ' ^ * * ' \ 

Bill: 1 feel somewhat iut of^,place talking at this session bpcause Its subject 

I \ , 

: Is so new to me, but let me sa/ about v/here we are, or where we should go. ^ 

i First, let me offer a word of caution. I thlnk'that e^Jucailon Veall/ Is \^ 
^ multi-faceted and must be approached that wa/. I think that this Is one 
\ approach. I think It Is Important to put financing In context If you're going 
to talk about production. It's only one facet, I think. And I would caution 
against tying that too closely to th« teacher effect given the. very poor 
data available. 8^ 
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Steve ; I think we have a tremendous task ahead of us, whether lt*s this 

group or another, to develop the quaUtative evaluation instruments, to provide 

a s/stem of accountabi 1 1 1/ which would then be the jumping off point, the 

staging area for the offensive. The offensive then could take the character 

of the legal constitutional questions. The other thing would be, from that, 

the entr/ Into constitutional equit/ questions concerning funding. That 

wa/ v/e have a handle on two things. One, the question of the amount of mone/ 

going to whateve- school districts; and two, what is that mone/ bu>ing? 

For example, we question the school district In which the/ get $6 per child 

for educational supplies and $5.50 goes to white students and $ .50 to black 

students, I think that's what thj work is. Where do we begin?. What is 

the catal/st for that, Bob*s paper? It ultimatel/ comes down to the question 

of accountabili t/ and I probably sound like a broken record throughout this 

discussion, but I can't get that out of m/ mind, I have /et to hear an/thlng 

that, for me rebuffs that. 

Ro/ ; |»m real I / troubled because Tve h^ard the word accountabi I It/ and 
the word governance throi/n around the table toda/. We've talked about Input 



id expected oiitcome and rm troubled because I think we are a long wa/ from 




of transactions, and then attempt to come up with some kinds of definitive 
criteria In order to develop an accountabi M t/ s/stem! I think that's where 
wc*» need to v/ork, tr/ing to gei some notion of v/hat transactions reall/ take 
place ln|:he classroom; wnat variables are involved In the activities that 
go on betv/een teacners and pupils. Until we ge* to that point, I think we 
are reall/ a long wa/ trom home in establishing a governance s/stem, an 
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accountabllit/ s/stem that will Improve the quallt/ of education and provide 
the educational opportunit/ and the kind of forum that's needed to go on to 
litigation to win some of the kinds of battles we are going to nave to win 
to improve education for black kids. 

Ken ; Wiere are weV We're In trouble. Several /ears ago I did an article 
in the course of which I commented on the McGlnnIs case and suggested that 
the lav//ers In the case had made a mistake in seeking compensator/ education. 
Wiiat they should have argued for was equal It/ of expenditure. I still think 
I was correct In that judgment although after reading Bob's paper, I'm v/on- 
derlng whether I have been pursuing a counter-productive strategy. If Serrano 
Is not in the Interest of blacks, If Rodriguez had been decided ^the other 
way. It would not be In the Interest of blacks. I'm lost as to how we're 
going to get out of our predicairient from a financial perspective. I realize 
that there are other factors besides finances Involved. I believe very much 
in the Pygmalion effect.--^ In fact, I could talk for an hour on effective 
teaching without even mentioning money. In fact, I think that one thing 
that Is required of effective teachers Is that they should not be preoccu- 
pied with money, that they should have a lust for learning and so forth. 
My point Is, I'm very much troubled by Bob's work. It's he^althy ror me to 
be exposed to It because I think It has disabused me of certain myths or 
assumptions I had about financing In education. Having been disabused I 
don't see anything on the horizon that Is very bright. I don't think what 
we ne-.d Is a complicated judicial exegesis of the rights of students; the 
Supreme Court of the United States Is not going to give us that. State 
courts a'-en't going to give It either, ordinarily. If they can avoid It, 
because when they do that they are performing legislative functions. We 
need a simple norm — I would still hope that It would be possible to defend 
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the proposition that the "Equal Protection" clause of the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment requires equal It/ of expenditure and once having established that, we 
can move to tort principles and say that where there Is a need and where 
there Is a past Injur/, there Is a requirement for compensation. Therefore, 
to get what /ou are trying to accomplish In equal It/ of expenditure, /ou 
must give more to the disadvantaged rather than just the equal amount. 
But the Court has to go that way step by step. 

What needs to be done Is the exposure of Intra-dl strict discrepancies 
and expenditures. I think your anal/sls gives a false picture of the 
position of blacks In these districts because the/ are lumped In with wealth/ 
property figures, but the funds aren't going to them. I think ^hat a tre- 
mendous amount of research needs to be done In these areas to establish In 
fact just hov; much money Is being expended In the black schools In the various 
districts. 

Fred: V/e need more refinement, a more refined technique for gathering, pro- 
cessing, and presenting financial data that effect change In schools for 
Individuals. I think much of the school finance data talks about structural 
changes and structural arrangements and that's not where the action end of 
the equipment seems to be. That's one kind of thing. The ether thing Is 
that I think the policy implications for refining this kind of research are 
enormous because we have not been able io describe the black child's share 
of resources within the institutional structure. The more we eliminate 
things that don't count, !• think the closer we get to looking at what will 
count. So even if you continue an anaJysis, and on the surface it doesn't 
seen to tell us anything in terms of what we have now. It will eliminate 
systematically that which we should pursue, which I think Is an achievement. 
Finally, I would say we need, a much better description in the literature 
of how resources are arranged and causea to fla/ and how this arrangement 
and flov' affect-: specific Individuals. Ti.dt is not now part of the literature. 
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Of course, I'm talking more about tlie long-range, 

Margaret! I think that first of all, Rodriguez and other decisions tell us 
that the Court is not going to rule In favor of equal It/ of opportunit/ in 
terms^ of what we think equal It/ of opportunit/ ought to be. But, at the 
legislative level, changes are going on. For example, in Georgia the/' re 
talking about moving from the minimum foundation program to an adequate program 
of education with a modified district power equalizing formula. In other 
words, legislation is not going to wait for us to pull together what goes 
on In education production functions and v/ait for us to get to court to rule 
in our favor. And it's at this point that we have to follow the kinds of 
things that Bob is doing. That is, emphasize that a simpllsf.lc,vlew is 
not going to solve our problem. Also, ! thi ik that there is onl/ a loose 
connection between dollar amounts and the resources that v/e can obtain with 
those dollar amounts, in terms of differences in cost and so on. And whatever 
comes out should maximize the benefits that we can see, given the s/stem 
that's going on. So I'm looking at it, v/ell, /ou knw how economists sa/, 
"in the long run, v/e're all dead," so we have to look at a short run, an 
Immediate run, what's going on now/, and how soon can v/e jump on that band 
wagon so It's not too detrimental. I think that's where we need to be con- 
centrating in addition to pursuing some of the other things that are kind 
of long-run. 

Bea: I certainl/ couldn't agree more with /ou that we can't be sitting around 
waiting to get our package and our heads together for the courts. We'vs got 
to move on the courts, with the courts, through the courts and then other 
place? . 

Bob: What I think has been the problem so far has been that in both Serrano 
and Rodriguez we've been follov/ers, we've let the law/ers tell -Js, "He/, 
ve've got a suit going, come in and testif/." Instead of taking the lead 
a.id sa/ing, "OK, here is what needs t - go into a suit, here is what needs 
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to be litigated, and here Is the evidence." WeWe been called upon to produce 
evidence on ver/ short notice for a suit that Is already moving down the 
road. Given the slow/ process of the courts. It seems as If we ought to have 
plent/ of time, but we reall/ haven't been designing what wc are doing, we 
haven't been organizing, we've ueen called as individuals to do this. The 
people who are prestigious In these areas are all white. They have been 
coming forth and sa/Ing things, some contradictory, but none of It really 
taking Into account whether this Is what black people would do. That, again. 
Is not because they don't really care about black people. I think all the 
people I talked to do, but their data, the data base that some of them have 
helped organize, turns out to be for the good of the total popul^atlon. 
Black people are supposed to benefit along with the whites. That's not 
Impossible, It seems to me, but It's more Insurance to look at the dat^i first, 
and then to v/alk In and say, "Here's the evidence that we want to produce." 
Now the problem Is, what Is the vehicle we are going to use by which we rre 
going to organize In order to take the lead, and that's the real problem 
because we haven't had such a vehicle. We hc^en't had any vehicle that has 
been viable. In any event. 

Jim: l^my position, I ^e, and ^e're asked to^eclde on, requests for 

funds f rim A Variety of ol^nlzatlJns that are djallrig with aspects of this 

very same problem tfut from completely alien points of view, not necessarPy 

1 ♦ \ 

hosti le, but certainly alien and uninformed, andjwhen It comes to orchestrating 

and developing the kind of strateg/ you're talklJg about, that's very much 

what we're conml tted to do. V/hen I say we, I'm talking about the group who 

got this seminar series started. An example of v/nere we began, two years 

ago, which has to do with Dob's grant, was that a proposal clame in to Carnegie 

and because of tne v/ords that were on the proposal and the particular interes' 

areas that were outlined, it was on a certain desk that happened not to be 
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mlne because that particuJar Interest area was not mine. Because tne partic- 
ular person whose desk It came to was a gu/ whom I knew v/ell, wnom I was able 
to talk with about a number of things, and who Is, on the whole, a good person. 
He said, "What do /ou think about this?" and it was ver/ clear from what we 
were talking about that what Bob was talking about 5n his proposal was vital, 
but from the wa/ he conceptualized It, It was unworkable. What he needed to 
do was to have an opportunit/, not to be directed b/ me or an/one else, but 
to have enough running room tc work out his o»r/n priori t/ agenda and be able 
to move to that next Increment or tv/o without the pressures of doing things 
that would probabi/ be a fatal error for him, for example, to accept the 
Invitation to testlf/ — without having his facts straight, something as 
simple as that. Ue were able to talk and agree on some ground rules and 
on the basis on which this kind of mone/, this kind of aid, could be made 
available to him. And we worked that out, so that we had a grant arrangement 
made on an interim basis and six months later, he was able to coine back and 
ask for the next Increment, which is to sa/, much more mone/ to do more 
things for a longer period of time. H/ hope Is, that out of this mix th ^ 
we see around this table and the people who are knovjn to the people around 
this table who are their colleagues, the kind of strateg/ that vte are 
talking about will become possible. The next logical step Is for Bob to be 
able to talk with his legal people and others, about which of several potential 
suits that might be brought on behalf of a particular class of people In 
hatever jurisdiction we're talking about, would be the one suit or suits 
for this kind of group to vocalize Itself on behalf of the group. And the 
question of how that gets financed, where It Is and what one hopes will come 
of that. Is something we will have to see about as we go along. The point SZ 
Is that the opportunit/ to begin that process, or should the/ continue thai 
process of development, the mone/ to underwrite It where It's needed exists 
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and win be made available. That's m/ job. And I might also add, that we're 
not operating in a vacuum, because the people who are becoming the experts 
developing the strategies who, again, aren't counter to what we're talking 
about, but sure as hell aren't part of It, and aren't supported b/ It, are 
not present in this room but let's say present nearb/. And If we have to be 
tn the situation of rel/Ing on alien experts three years from nov;. It would 
be a crying shame. My hope Is that we will see from this and other meetings 
like this, the road to the kind of a core group that can both plan and imple- 
ment this kind of operation. 
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